London Borough of Richmond upon Thames Response to Draft London Plan

Consultation

The Council welcomes the opportunity to comment on the Mayor of London’s consultation on his

Draft new London Plan. Please find comments to those policies the Council wishes to comment on

set out below.

Analysis of Key Policies

1. Chapter 1 Planning London’s Future (Good Growth Policies)

1.1.

1.2.

1.3.

Policy GG1 Building strong and inclusive communities — Support
Welcome the overall positive approach of Policy GG1 to help build strong and inclusive
communities.

Policy GG2 Making the best use of land — Object

The principle of the overarching objective to making the best use of land and the approach
to developing on brownfield land first is supported. The Council is concerned however, as
set out under other policies that the approach will lead to the creation of higher densities
in inappropriate locations in outer London. A thorough review of brownfield sites and
unimplemented permissions should be the principal concern rather than destroying the
existing character and liveability of London. For example, developing on backgarden land
or putting increased pressure on land and open spaces that have been designated as being
of local importance. Focus should be on understanding why homes are not built despite
having planning permission and the Council urges the GLA to work with Sir Oliver Letwin to
review and explain the gap between the high number of planning permissions being
granted in London against those built. This comment relates to the Council’s overall
comment that it makes about the lack of infrastructure to accommodate growth and
considers both areas should be reviewed to fit with the Mayors approach to ‘good growth’.
The Council questions the level of growth set out in paragraphs 1.0.5 and 1.2.1 particularly
as we are seeing increasing reports of people leaving London and will explore the level of
growth further for consideration at the next stage of the London Plan process.

Policy GG3 Creating a healthy city — Support

The Council supports the overarching policy statement as it explicitly makes reference to
planning playing a critical role in helping to improve Londoners’ health and reduce health
inequalities. It also acknowledges the impact that areas of deprivation have on peoples’
health outcomes. The Council requests that the Plan explains what ‘wider determinants of
health’ as non-health professionals may not beware of what it means. In Section E, where
it mentions “improved access to green spaces and the provision of new green
infrastructure” we would suggest the addition of “access to good quality green spaces”.
Green space on its own will not deliver benefits if such spaces are not attractive or useable.

Involvement in arts and culture is proven to improve health outcomes, especially for the
growing isolated elderly population and people with mental health issues. We recommend
that culture should be specifically included in Policy GG3 as green space is.



1.4. Policy GG4 Delivering the homes Londoners need — Object
The Council supports the strategic principle to deliver the homes that Londoners need,
including the strategic target of 50%, creating mixed and balanced communities across a
range of sites. However, the Council strongly objects to new housing target which is
considered overly ambitious and undeliverable. See comments to Policy 4.1 for detail. The
Council is disappointed at the lack of collaboration with the GLA regarding the small sites
element of the housing target and considers it to be unrealistic.

It should be noted that Part E is an aspiration which in reality local planning authorities
have limited influence upon, aside from through conditions and legal agreements such as
for review mechanisms, with limited resources for monitoring, and this is a point more
applicable to lobby Government to ensure developers and landowners take an active role
in implementation. The Council is concerned that there could be a risk of more blighted
sites with more unfinished buildings given the limited powers Councils have to ensure
developments are built out.

The London Plan’s ambitions for housing growth would lead to a radical change in the
nature of Outer London with far greater densities. There are three key issues which will
have effects across the south London sub-region are address collectively below:

The first is that it is crucial that all plans for housing recognise not just the numbers of
homes needed but the types. Homes need to be delivered that also meet the needs of
parts of London with ageing populations and limited numbers of young graduates. It must
ensure that there are sufficient levels of family housing that do not expect families to
manage with two bedrooms.

The second is that housing targets presume that a large proportion of the new homes will
be built on small sites. We acknowledge that small sites have provided more new housing
over the time period since the last London Plan than had been anticipated. But much of
this has been from Permitted Development, which we oppose due to its impact on local
economic growth, and which has diminishing returns for housing numbers.

Small sites, whether from permitted development, or not present huge challenges for local
authorities. It will require significant resources and expertise required to ensure that all
small site developments meet the strong design requirements which we are pleased to see
the London Plan contains.

Small sites also create challenges for ensuring sufficient amounts of affordable housing.
We acknowledge that the GLA is encouraging boroughs to demand more contributions for
affordable housing from smaller sites. However a careful balance will need to be struck as
greater requirements for affordable housing is likely to decrease the numbers coming
forward particularly while small site specialists are limited.

The small site criteria also fail to recognise the vast difference in the transport provision of
different stations. South London has few tube stations, indeed there are twice as many



1.5.

outside London as in the South London sub-region. Instead it relies on overground services.
Some stations are very well served with a turn up and go service. However the vast
majority are much more poorly served with many having a train only every half an hour.
Metroisation is a shared objective of the South London Partnership, GLA and TfL but there
are no guarantees that it will be delivered soon and to what extent development is suitable
for the character of the surrounding area. Until it has been delivered small sites policy
must distinguish between stations with vastly different levels of service.

Our third and most significant concern about good housing growth is infrastructure. There
are parts of South London that are already struggling with a growth in housing numbers
that hasn’t led to the necessary increase in infrastructure whether that’s public transport
provision or social infrastructure such as schools and surgeries. The London Plan
acknowledges that this infrastructure is essential but does not provide the plans or
resources to tackle what will be an enormous challenge. It must be remembered that in
order to win support from current residents for housing growth it will be important to
show that new infrastructure will improve their experience as well as provide for new
residents.

We are pleased that TfL and GLA are working with The Council and the SLP to produce a
sub-regional strategy that will identify the infrastructure required for growth. But it is
crucial that the London Plan is more specific about how it will provide this infrastructure
given the scarcity of land and funding.

Policy GG5 Growing a good economy — Support.

The Council supports the overall policy, which is reflective of the Publication Local Plan
Employment Policies. However, it is considered that further clarity could be provided
within the Policy at Criterion C which states “Plan for sufficient employment and industrial
land in the right locations to support economic development and regeneration”

The policy wording “right locations” is vague and could usefully more accurately reflect the
supporting text at paragraph 1.4.10 which states:

“The CAZ and Northern Isle of Dogs will remain vital to London’s economic success, but
growth in town centres across London will be equally important, supporting local
regeneration.”

The Council emphases the importance of using a local evidence base to enable the
protection of its key employment sites and making sure any residential development that
is proposed is not to the detriment of industrial and office locations.

The Council and the South London Partnership welcomes the GLA’s commitment to
protecting employment floorspace and placing equal importance on employment as well
as housing growth. London’s capacity to generate new high quality employment is
important not just locally but nationally. It is also vital to the future funding of public



1.6.

services in London as the city becomes more reliant on its own business rates revenue for
its budgets.

It is critical that growth is distributed not just in the Central Activities Zone but increasingly
in our town and local centres. This will help produce additional business rate revenue,
provide a more efficient use of our existing transport infrastructure by encouraging
counter commuting, and produce a better quality of life by allowing more residents to live
close to work.

Therefore we are committed to both improving and growing office stock in our town
centres and maximising the use of our existing industrial land. The SLP have commissioned
an Industrial and Business Land Study that is identifying the industrial and commercial land
requirements and potential across the sub-region. This work has already shown the
enormous demand for industrial land in the sub-region and the renaissance in demand for
office space. The SLP will be publishing conclusions from the study in spring 2018 and it is
hoped to work with the GLA on delivering.

Policy GG6 Increasing efficiency and resilience - Support.
Welcome the policy to deliver a zero carbon city by 2050.

2. Chapter 2 Spatial Development Patterns

2.1.

2.2,

Policy SD1 Opportunity Areas - Neutral.

There are no identified Opportunity Areas within Richmond. However, there is a section in
chapter 2 on Crossrail 2 and references under Policies D6, T3, and T9. The need to
reference this, given transport infrastructure needs, is recognised, however the references
to supporting delivery of development are considered premature, given the route and
benefits are not yet confirmed (see also comments under D6). It is understood this will be
a matter for a future London Plan review. The implications of the context shown for Figure
2.5 as it affects this borough is therefore uncertain —the map and it’s legend are unclear; it
should take a much simpler approach to focus on the Opportunity Areas.

Policy SD2 Collaboration in the Wider South East & Policy SD3 Growth locations in the
Wider South East and beyond — Neutral

The South London Partnership (SLP) is a sub-regional collaboration of five London
boroughs: Croydon, Kingston upon Thames, Merton, Richmond upon Thames and Sutton.
Through collaboration — between boroughs and with local public, private and voluntary
and community sector partners — the South London Partnership is committed to
accelerating and increasing the potential for economic growth in this area, beyond what
can achieved individually. South London has a critical role to play in the capital’s economic
future. It currently houses a £28billion economy (larger than the cities of Manchester or
Birmingham) with great opportunities for growth which can support and alleviate pressure
on central London.

The SLP are committed to a vision of an increasingly polycentric London and have
explained in the SLP’s responses to both the Mayor’s Transport Strategy and the London



2.3.

2.4,

2.5.

Housing Strategy why this is crucial to delivering both the Mayor’s and the SLP’s vision for
the sub-region. As New London Architecture said in its recent report London’s Towns:
Shaping the Polycentric City: “London’s towns are the essential fabric of its everyday life:
the multitude of ‘stars’ in the capital’s ‘constellation’ that act as focal points for local
communities, giving places distinctive identities.”

The Council and the SLP are therefore very pleased to read in the foreword to the London
Plan of the Mayor’s vision for ‘a city where people can spend less time commuting because
we have so many thriving parts of London, with good affordable housing, combined with
exciting, cutting-edge career opportunities.’ This is a shared vision which we look forward
to working with you to ensure that the London Plan delivers.

The SLP’s commitment to delivering this can be shown in the work done with the GLA to
agree four different Opportunity Areas within the sub-region. The SLP is delighted that it
will soon be co-producing, with GLA and TfL, a Sub-regional Strategy to identify the
infrastructure required for growth. This response should therefore be understood as
support for this vision and a focus on those issues which must be addressed to deliver it.

The Council welcomes the recognition of the need for collaboration in the Wider South
East and the Mayor’s role. As an outer London borough, this is a strategic issue particularly
with regard to housing and infrastructure needs. However there is no real evidence on
joint working with Wider South East and assumptions continue to be made that all of
London’s housing need should be accommodated within Greater London; the Mayor
should continue lobbying Government on accommodating some of London’s need outside
London, and letting London ‘grow out’. The Plan should recognise and support the
commuter corridors and supporting infrastructure needed to allow for growth outside of
London. A detailed strategy should be developed to further support the potential of
growth in the wider South East region which the Plan currently lacks. The Council urges the
Mayor of London to further collaborate with the wider South East Councils.

Policy SD4 The Central Activities Zone (CAZ) & Policy SD5 Offices, other strategic
functions and residential development in the CAZ — Neutral
No comment.

Policy SD6 Town centres — Part Object, part support

The overall policy is generally supported. There should be greater recognition that where
there remains demand for additional retail floorspace, there are limited sites available and
centres are generally buoyant, that policies should continue to encourage an appropriate
level of diversification for that borough - there is not a one size fits all solution across the
capital. Equally, where boroughs which do not have surplus retail or office space, as is the
case in Richmond, it should be acknowledged that conversion to residential will not be
appropriate in all locations.

Policy SD7 Town centre network - Neutral



The new Draft London Plan does not propose changes to the designation of centres in the
Mayor’s town centre network in Richmond upon Thames. Therefore, the Council’s
hierarchy as set out in the Local Plan is in alignment with it. It introduces some new, and
revises existing policy guidelines for each centre in the network. In terms of commercial
growth potential Teddington is classified as “Low” and East Sheen as “Medium”. However,
the evidence base suggests that Teddington is expected to accommodate a greater amount
of the additional Al to A5 floorspace required than East Sheen and has less vacant space to
absorb the projection.

In terms of office guidelines, the borough could lose approaching a third of its office stock
should all prior approvals be implemented, since the introduction of permitted
development rights allowing change of use to residential. Local Plan policies for offices are
aimed at increasing available office supply. There is some concern that a designation of “B”
for Twickenham could jeopardise the ability of the centre to increase its supply.

2.6. Policy SD8 Town centres: development principles and Development Plan Documents -
Support
Support for the policy’s firm stance on out of centre development. Support for B 3) which
recognises that diversification should be encouraged where there is surplus floorspace and
the need to take account of local circumstances.

2.7. Policy SD9 Town centres: Local partnerships and implementation - Support
The proposal for active planning with town centre stakeholders is supported — but this
does have resource implications which the Plan does not adequately address. And whilst
BIDs, town centre partnerships etc are important, the local authority should be the
principal agency for doing this.

2.8. Policy SD10 Strategic and local regeneration — Neutral
Generally supportive of such a policy as it seeks to tackle spatial inequalities by ensuring
Local Plans identify Local Areas for Regeneration taking into account local circumstances,
the demographic make-up of communities and local needs.

3. Chapter 3 Design
3.1. Policy D1 London’s form and characteristics - Support
Policy D1 is generally supported. The greater emphasis on the need for development
proposals and designs to respect, enhance and utilise heritage assets and architectural
features of merit (see D1 B4) is particularly welcomed in the context of Richmond'’s historic
and high-quality environment. However, it is considered that this would be further
strengthened from adding the word ‘conserve’.

The additional text (paragraph 3.1.1 to 3.1.12) is considered to helpfully explicate different
aspect of the policy, however it lacks reference to a vision for London as a World City.
While its inclusion is welcomed, the reference to London’s circular economy route map
would also be more appropriate in ‘Policy D2 Delivering good growth by design’.



3.2.

3.3.

3.4.

Policy D2 Delivering good design — Object

Policy D2 includes a number of aspects and mechanisms that promote good design and is
supported in principle. However, the requirement for boroughs to use design review
(Parts F and G) is considered to be overly prescriptive and potentially onerous in the
context of boroughs where these are not currently operated, such as Richmond. Local
Authorities are well placed to make decisions on their requirements for development
applications, and should be allowed to set up their own processes and management to
best suit local circumstances. It is proposed that, as in Part C, that the text ‘Where
appropriate’ is added to Part F.

Whilst the importance of maintaining design quality from application to build out stage is
recognised, clarification is sought as to how legally robust it would be for Local Authorities
to include architect retention clauses in S106 legal agreements as is ought in the Plan (Part
H4). An alternative option would be to seek a developer contribution for the assessment
of details required under a condition of consent, and for the inspection of the work on site
to ensure compliance.

In Policy D2 C whilst the use of 3D modelling to support proposals is welcomed, the GLA
should take the lead in prescribing the parameters for their use. It would seem practical for
each London Borough to be using compatible systems so that analysing applications for tall
buildings can be shared with adjacent boroughs as well as with the public as part of
consultations. Cumulative development considerations are very important to consider
when assessing schemes. Appropriate weighting should be given to the assessment of
environmental conditions and the impact of clusters of large scale/tall buildings.

It is recognised that reference is made in the following text (paragraph 3.2.6) to the role
that the Mayor’s Design Advocates will have in supporting the operation of the policy
(including in the use of design review), however this is very general. Further clarify on the
role and extent of the help that local authorities might reasonably expect would be useful.

Policy D3 Inclusive design - Support
Support continued cross cutting approach to inclusive design. Pick up references to
emergency evacuation under Policy D11).

Policy D4 Housing quality and standards — Part Support.
Support the general approach to housing standards, including minimum internal space
standards.

There should be reference in the supporting text to exceptions to units below the space
standards, with assessment on a case by case basis whether these will still provide a
satisfactory standard of accommodation for future occupiers and meet local needs e.g. by
Registered Providers in light of affordability concerns, or where a conversion in a
Conservation Area may not provide any external amenity space.



There should be clarification with regard to paragraph 3.4.2 and how an assessment will be
made as to whether proposals are significantly above the internal space standards — the
need for efficient use of land is recognised, however in Richmond there is also a need for
family dwellings to provide sufficient spaces, and recognise that for conversions and on
awkward sites other factors will influence the proposed layout of units.

3.5. Policy D5 Accessible housing - Support
The Council supports the policy, and the supporting text which advocates the use of
planning conditions and sets out what they should contain to ensure building control
compliance with the M4(2) and M4(3) dwelling standards.

3.6. Policy D6 Optimising housing density - Part support / Part Object
Support in principle for removal of the density matrix. The Council considers that the
London Plan density matrix is too crude to apply on a site-level basis and therefore
applicants/developers should fully consider all other characteristics. The approach is
welcomed as setting, context and character have always informed what can be delivered
on sites in Richmond borough. Decision making regarding density should never be led by a
blunt density tool which is what the Council considers the Matrix to be. The matrix has
never been an effective tool in which to assess sites as the important consideration is what
harm a development does to the local character of the area, its residents and businesses.
As a general guide, density should be an output and not an input consideration when
designing development schemes. Rather than being guided by the density matrix, the
Richmond Local Plan requires full consideration of the site’s characteristics, surrounding
and wider area including their settings, proposed mix of uses, green spaces, landscaping
and public realm, play space requirements, servicing and access arrangements etc. Once all
these have been fully considered and an appropriate scheme drawn up, then density can
be measured - however, it should not inform the design of a scheme.

We strongly object to para 3.6.1. which refers to ‘developing at densities above those of
the surrounding area on most sites’. The Council’s evidence base establishes that the scope
for higher densities is limited by the distinctive local character of the borough, its heritage
assets and views. There needs to be greater reference to the sensitivity of the local
environment.

The policy is prescriptive in tone, with regard to ‘optimising’ housing density, however
appears rather weak in relation to the relationship of density to the sensitivity of settings-
although at the end of the policy it says ‘...built form and massing measures should be
considered in relation to the surrounding context to help inform the optimum density of a
development.” Higher densities will have implications for integrating new developments
successfully with existing sensitive settings, and relating to the prevailing balance of built
form to landscape, for example.

Concern that the implication in criteria C, that the higher the density of a development the
greater level of scrutiny of its design is required, is misleading. All development proposals
should be capable of scrutiny, as in sensitive locations even lesser density can have a
significant impact.



3.7.

3.8.

Support for assessing infrastructure capacity as a key element in determining potential
density that can be supported. However this will be critical to infrastructure delivery and
will depend on whether criteria B can be successfully implemented with inputs from
providers and the ability to assess tipping points and needs in advance of development
proposals coming forward. This needs further clarity. The reference to development
contingent on future infrastructure with regard to Crossrail 2 in paragraph 3.6.4 should be
clarified (see also comments under SD1).

Policy D7 Public realm — Support
The policy identifies a broad range of considerations that should be taken into account in
the design and delivery of the public realm, and is generally supported.

The recognition that the public realm consists of a network of spaces (potentially serving
different uses at different times) is welcome. However, the policy takes a broad definition
of what constitutes London’s public realm, including shopping malls, sky gardens, and
viewing platforms (see paragraph 3.7.1). This is broader than the definition of the public
realm in Richmond’s Local Plan. In instances where improvements to the public realm are
sought at a local level as part of a development scheme, it is not intended that these
should be provided in the form of the above amenities, particularly where they might be
inaccessible from street level (e.g. sky gardens) or support a specialist function (e.g.
shopping malls). Instead, the policy should recognise the strategic urban design
importance of more traditional and accessible forms of public space — such as streets,
squares, parks and open spaces.

The importance of creating pedestrian and cycle friendly spaces in identified areas (such as
town centres) should be emphasised in Part D.

The inclusion of appropriate management and maintenance arrangements to protect the
open use of the public realm, as established through the forthcoming Public London
Charter, is welcomed. The document should be prepared in conjunction with London
Boroughs and other organisations concerned with public realm matters.

Policy D8 Tall buildings - Object

The Council welcomes the plan-led approach to defining what is considered to be a tall
building, based on local context — local judgement regarding the location, impacts and
heights of taller buildings is essential to good decision making. However, there has been a
shift of emphasis in this draft policy, which the Council believe could result in inappropriate
development in boroughs — such as Richmond — that have a high-quality and historic built
environment that is particularly sensitive to the impacts of tall buildings.

The policy is considered to be more promotional of tall buildings than in the adopted
London Plan, and it is not explicit in its consideration of local character and setting,
particularly where these design considerations would mean that the siting of a tall building
is inappropriate. Wording in the adopted Policy 7.7 which encourages boroughs to identify



areas that are ‘sensitive’ to or ‘inappropriate for’ tall buildings has been removed from the
draft policy, and is instead briefly identified in paragraph 3.8.1. Richmond Council carefully
plans its tall buildings to take into account local character and setting, and would not wish
to see these design considerations diminish. The draft policy could therefore benefit from
a more direct statement that tall buildings should not be considered where they would
adversely affect existing character in sensitive locations (see, for example, adopted Policy
7.7Cb &c).

The draft policy also emphasises the role of tall buildings — and specifically the height of
the building (see Part B2) —in contributing to the increased housing figures identified
elsewhere in the Plan. While the Council acknowledges the necessity and challenge of
accommodating London’s expected growth, this emphasis on additional height to support
new housing should not weaken other policy objectives and careful design and place-
making considerations, which could risk undermining the support new housing.

Under Part 2C (Functional Impact), there is scope to include reference to ‘active design’ to
encourage and provide opportunities for physical activity in tall buildings to promote good
health and wellbeing.

3.9. Policy D9 Basement development — Neutral
The London Plan just requires LPAs to have a policy to address the negative impacts of
large-scale basement development beneath existing buildings. This we have, along with an
Article 4 Direction to remove the permitted development rights for subterranean
developments in flood hazard areas and across the whole borough. It means that once it
comes into force on 1 April 2018, planning permission will be required for basement and
subterranean developments. The text following the London Plan Policy D9 details
problems that the construction of basements can cause in high density residential
environments but the Policy does not contain any wording in recognition of the problem or
how to deal with issues that arise.

3.10. Policy D10 Safety, security and resilience to emergency — Neutral
The Council supports the maintenance of safe and secure buildings and environment and
collaborates with the various emergency Authorities in London. Technical mandatory
requirements as set out in Part Q Building Regulations (e.g. secure doorsets and windows)
are set out in SPG related to Designing out Crime.

3.11. Policy D11 Fire safety —Neutral/Object
The rationale for the new policy on Fire safety standards is understood and the Council
wouldn’t disagree with importance of fire safety; but this goes beyond the remit of
planning and is already dealt with via Building Regulations; there is a danger that new fire
safety requirements within planning will require new skills by case officers and could
potentially delay the planning application process, particularly if Fire Statements have to
be verified. The policy creates legal uncertainty via refusing an application without a Fire
Statement, as this is considered under a different legislative framework.

The Policy is already covered under the Building Regulations part B - B1 Means of Warning
and Escape, B2 Internal Fire Spread (Linings), B3 Internal Fire Spread (Structure), B4
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External Fire Spread and B5 Access and Facilities for the fire service. Additionally, the
Regulatory Reform Fire Safety Order (2005) requires premises to have a fire risk
assessment provided by a competent person which can be produced on demand for the
fire authority and relates to the occupation of the premises which can also address the fire
strategy, specific design details and operating factors presented by the occupation of the
premises. Part B1 will also address (along with the RRO) specific evacuation plans for the
disabled in addition to the facilities for evacuation required in the design under part B1.

The Building Regulations and allied legislation already addresses these issues in depth and
the inclusion as a policy is unnecessary as it is covered by the Building Control Body.

3.12. Policy D12 Agent of Change — Support
This accords with the Council’s attempts to ensure that the inclusion of new residential use
within mixed-use schemes should not adversely impact upon the continued operation of
nearby established employment uses. Placing the onus of noise mitigation on the new
noise-sensitive development is welcomed and further guidance is sought as to appropriate
mitigation measures and how these can be secured through planning agreements if
required.

3.13. Policy D13 Noise — Support
No comment

4. Chapter 4 Housing
4.1. Policy H1 Increasing housing supply — Object
New housing targets are unrealistic (see further comments below on small sites, although
the large sites figures can be achieved and is more realistic).

GLA officers have suggested a different housing delivery test is sought for London,
however there is no confirmation that Government’s proposed methodology will not be
applicable to London Boroughs in the future. The serious implications of the higher
housing target will put the borough is a position where, even working with the Mayor, it
cannot be foreseen how identified shortfalls can be overcome to identify a robust future
housing land supply (such a high reliance on unidentified windfalls will not be a sustainable
position). To offer some flexibility, the policy wording should accommodate the scenario of
looking at the overall delivery target and include a mechanism to incorporate the small
sites figure into the large sites target. The Council welcomes further discussions with the
GLA to work on the mechanism and to develop this option further.

Given the significant environmental constraints across the borough and the scale of
intensification required, concern that the identified HRA and IlA mitigation and monitoring
methods to reduce any significant adverse environmental effects will offer sufficient
protections.

The London Plan policy H1 (Increasing housing supply ) may result in increased urbanisation
and demand for recreational greenspace, and on the basis of the precautionary principle we
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4.2,

4.3.

believe has the potential to impact adversely on the integrity of the Richmond Park SAC.
We are concerned about the plans for significant housing growth, some 811 new homes
p.a., or 634 annualised average completions which will come from small sites,
intensification, densification and windfall sites. The primary habitat for stag beetle sightings
is suburban gardens and the most obvious problem for the beetles, apart from predation by
domestic cats and others, is a significant loss of habitat. London's surviving open spaces
have sadly been developed, including many types of woodland. Development will continue
to reduce stag beetle habitats and amounts of dead or rotting wood, which is the stag
beetle's food source, will have been tidied away. Incremental intensification is likely to
reduce the amount of gardens and natural habitats such as woodlands. The plan does not
identify any specific housing allocations but the quantum of growth has the potential for
likely significant effects upon Richmond Park SAC.

Policy H2 Small sites — Object
The Council raises serious concerns over intensification and assumptions made in existing
residential stock, and the new policy on the presumption in favour of small developments.

The approach fails to understand the constraints and opportunities affecting small sites in
the borough. The Council’s comments regarding the small sites methodology are further
detailed in the attached Appendix. The methodology for this part of the assessment was
undertaken by the GLA with no involvement of boroughs.

The policy is based on a fundamental transformation in how new homes are delivered,
including the Mayor’s Housing Strategy, however aside from a general presumption in
favour of small housing development (when there already exists a presumption in favour of
sustainable development as set out in the NPPF) there are no real mechanisms that will
increase delivery to the extent of the borough target. Redevelopment and conversions
cannot be viable where there are such existing high value land uses across many parts of
the borough.

The Council already provides guidance in a Small and Medium Housing Sites SPD and Village
Planning SPDs covering the whole borough, to understand the context of local character.
Given the significant coverage of conservation areas in the borough and the duty to
preserve or enhance, it would be unrealistic to promote increased housing and densities by
means of area-wide design codes.

With relation to Part H, the Council already applies affordable housing policy requirements
to all small sites. In some circumstances, on former employment sites, there is an
expectation to explore on-site affordable housing; for other types of sites the requirement
is for a financial contribution. The Policy should recognise that local needs and evidence
should determine the thresholds. In the context of national guidance, the policy should
support this unequivocally if it forms part of London’s local circumstances and aids the
implementation of the Mayor’s strategy to meet affordable housing needs.

Policy H3 Monitoring housing targets — Neutral
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4.4.

4.5.

4.6.

4.7.

No comment.

Policy H4 Meanwhile use — Support

Support general approach, where opportunities arise. There may however need to be
flexibility for example on residential standards (see comments under Policy D4) given the
temporary nature of the use and bearing in mind viability.

Policy H5 Delivering affordable housing — Support
Support the strategic target of 50%. It should be recognised that local needs and evidence
will determine borough thresholds, to address priority needs.

The Council does, however, insist that all sites delivering less than 50% affordable housing
submit a viability appraisal to support the level of affordable housing being proposed. The
Council also seeks on-site provision of affordable housing on all former employment sites.

Support the emphasis in part B on on-site provision to deliver mixed and inclusive
communities, and that off-site or cash in lieu must only be provided in exceptional
circumstances. Given the borough’s affordable housing needs and limited land
opportunities, the guidance in paragraphs 4.5.6 to 4.5.10 is considered helpful.

Policy H6 Threshold approach to applications - Neutral

While the Council broadly welcomes this approach to increase delivery, the Council’s Local
Plan (and previously adopted Core Strategy and Development Management Plan) seek 50%
affordable housing of which 40% will be rented and 10% intermediate. This is slightly
different to the Mayor’s proposals of 30% LAR, 30% Intermediate and 40% LA discretion
(assumption LAR). LBR also seeks to maximise delivery of affordable homes so how would
this policy be tested if a 35% level was offered and yet the LPA felt more was achievable.
The Council’s policy requirements on former employment sites seek on site provision of
affordable housing, a 50% minimum. The Council may also wish to test the viability of
providing other planning obligations as well as affordable housing.

Policy H7 Affordable housing tenure — Neutral

The Council broadly supports the tenure split although this does not completely match
local policy on rented intermediate tenure splits. However, the Council does not support
the SHMA findings for the percentage of one bedroom homes that is indicated. This is
excessive for the borough and is not supported by the Richmond SHMA (2016) that
provided the evidence for the Council’s Local Plan. On balance the Council would prefer to
see the tenure mix determined by the local planning authority and consult with GLA
Officers as appropriate.

The Council would also measure the percentage of affordable housing in habitable rooms
or floor space in order to ensure that where possible the Council could secure family sized
rented homes, which is a priority. There could be a number of ways in which the delivery of
affordable housing could be measured in order to demonstrate that delivery has been
maximised.
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4.8. Policy H8 Monitoring of affordable housing — Neutral.
The Council supports the policy but flexibility should be offered on the level of monitoring
detail required in the short term to give the opportunity for the Council to adapt its
monitoring process to ensure more detailed reporting in the longer term.

4.9. Policy H9 Vacant building credit —Support.
Welcome the stricter assessment of when VBC is applied and the evidential test required.

4.10. Policy H10 Redevelopment of existing housing and estate regeneration - Neutral.
The Councils is supportive of the principles, subject to viability.

4.11. Policy H11 Ensuring the best use of stock - Support
Whilst welcoming this principle of reducing the levels of empty homes, the Council would
like to see clarification that older residents who may temporarily leave their homes, to
assess residential or other types of accommodation offers, are not penalised by this
approach.

4.12. Policy H12 Housing size mix - Part Object
The Council raises concerns around the loss of family housing, for which there continues to
be an evidenced need in the borough (2016 SHMA). London Plan policies still need to
allow Boroughs to develop their own evidence base on housing needs, mix and tenure.

The criteria in part A provides useful criteria to determine appropriate mix, having regard
to the nature and location of the site.

The Council is concerned in relation to Part Cin so far as the Council has an Intermediate
Housing Policy statement that seeks to ensure a range of accommodation at different price
points to meet the needs of residents and local workforces. Therefore some control needs
to be recognised in relation to the intermediate units provided as well as the social rented
homes.

4.13. Policy H13 Build to Rent - Part Object
The Council recognises that the PRS can assist in meeting a range of needs and be
particularly suitable for certain locations, however wholly PRS proposals are unlikely to be
supported by the Council where they do not contribute to the higher priority need for
affordable housing, given the limited opportunities for sites of 50 units and above.

The Council is concerned in relation to the affordability and usefulness of this product
given that it is the highest valued Outer London Borough and in some parts of it LLR would
not help to meet evidential housing need for single and couple households. Analysis of the
proposed LLR rent levels suggest that for one bedroom homes these would either
significantly exceed or be equivalent to market rents. For 2 bed homes in 8 wards these
levels are equivalent to 88% market rents, suggesting that the product will not help to
meet housing need. Existing evidence from the recently published SHMA, shows the
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priority is for lower rented affordable homes, having the fourth lowest stock in London.
The SHMA demonstrated that 38% of households have incomes below £40,000, with 19.5%
between £40 and £60,000. In only 5 wards in the borough (for two bedroom homes) would
the LLR household incomes be below £40000, this would therefore not meet the needs of
households aspiring to form a family and move towards home ownership. The principle of
supporting an increased supply of private rented homes with greater security of tenure
would be welcomed.

4.14. Policy H14 Supported and specialised accommodation — Support
The Council welcomes a strong statement on the need for supported accommodation. This
must be adequately financed given it is often small scale and therefore difficult to
financially stack up. Furthermore this is also reliant on adequate revenue funding streams
that are currently the subject of national consultation. In terms of pan London delivery, this
has always been challenging when people with high level support needs are moved away
from family and support networks. Furthermore, when public bodies seek to disinvest from
one area without fully addressing the social infrastructure needs of that area in terms of
replacement provision this will cause local difficulties. Whilst the Council may broadly
support and acknowledge that there is a level of modernisation required in the sector
(moving away from conversion properties in some instance to more bespoke and adaptable
housing) this should not be at the expense of local provision.

4.15. Policy H15 Specialist older persons housing - Part support /part object
As the population ages it is important that there is specialist accommodation available in
particular residential nursing care including end of life/hospice care and dementia care.
However it is critical that such supply are linked to identified need in the boroughs. Further
such accommodation should not be hidden away but need to be well connected to localised
facilities to enable residents to have access to social infrastructure, shopping, health care
and public transport facilities.

In relation to H15 A1 the Council disagrees with the methodology behind the benchmarks
for older people’s housing detailed in table 4.4. The GLA Plan fails to address migration and
the housing available in adjacent areas, some of which are not in the GLA boundary. The
Council’s local evidence, developed with housing, public health and commissioning
colleagues, should be used to inform priorities. For this borough there is evidence on
Retirement housing and Extra Care Accommodation, and the Richmond SHMA, which
recognises the context among other housing priorities. Any C2 applications should only be
considered in the light of local housing evidence for them. They should be strongly resisted
where there is no proven need for the accommodation and the application is merely a
vehicle to by-pass affordable housing obligations. There should always be an assessment of
the relevance of the accommodation offered by social care and health services. Support
part B (i) as an affordable housing requirement is considered necessary from all types of
housing.

Support the clarification in paragraph 4.15.3 of the definitions for C2 and C3.
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4.16. Policy H16 Gypsy and Traveller accommodation - Object.
There is no rationale for the London Plan adopting a new definition, different to the
national definition, particularly as the Plan leaves to boroughs to undertake local
assessments. The change in the Government definition was on the basis that it is fair that if
someone has given up travelling permanently then applications for planning permission
should be considered as they are for the settled community. This is particularly important
in London given land constraints.
Without new burdens funding to carry out a review of the Councils Gypsy and Traveller
needs assessment, there will not be the capacity to undertake this level of newly defined
extensive assessment. The change in definition will require far more intensive work to
assess.

4.17. Policy H17 Purpose-built student accommodation - Part Support / Part Object
Support a specific policy to address PBSA. The Council recognises the importance of
student accommodation to support educational establishments, however we would expect
these institutions to demonstrate how they have researched the local market to identify
local accommodation and to evidence the need for new build. The London SHMA may have
identified an overall strategic requirement for PBSA in London however as in previous
London Plans it should be recognised there remains uncertainty over future growth in the
London student population and its specialist accommodation needs. The work of the
Mayor’s Academic Forum has recognised for example it is unknown how the UK leaving the
EU will affect London’s student population. It should not be assumed for needs to have
stayed the same, as needs can change within a short time period, and particularly in the
university sector it is understood there appears to be levelling off in student numbers
(except for the Russell Universities Group) due to changes in population and international
flows. The HESA figures for institutions within this borough revealed in 2015/16
approximately a 5% drop in student numbers compared with 2014/15.
It is recognised that the strategic need is not broken down into borough level targets,
however the concern that the policy lacks any recognition of priority local housing needs -
where boroughs land supply is so constrained, it should be assessed within the overall
context of borough SHMAs. Any student accommodation developed must be linked to an
educational establishment so any application bought forward must meet very specific
requirements — locally evidenced for local institutions and not at the expense of
mainstream provision to meet identified housing needs. The requirement for strategic
need to be addressed across London could otherwise create unsustainable travel patterns
for example accommodation being built in parts of the borough on the basis it will support
institutions in say central and east London. There should be further clarification in
paragraph 4.17.3 as to how local needs will be assessed.

The Council supports the introduction of 35% affordable student rents in principle, however
object to paragraph 4.17.13 as on large sites, where affordable housing provision could be
accommodated alongside student housing, this restricts boroughs abilities to secure AH in
accordance with local priority needs.

5. Chapter 5 Social Infrastructure
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5.1.

5.2.

5.3.

5.4.

Policy S1 Developing London’s social infrastructure — Support

Support the overall approach to social infrastructure and its protection through policies.
However, would benefit from further clarify clarification about evidence base to ensure
other forms of social infrastructure are explored, such as through realistic marketing.
There is a need to ensure that public sector land disposals have regard to development
plan policies; wider infrastructure investment beyond the borough cannot override local
priorities.

Policy S2 Health and social care facilities

The Council supports the policy as it provides continuity from the previous London Plan.
Under Section B of the policy we would recommend that development proposals should
consider flexibility in context of design to facilitate new models of care which may emerge
over time.

Policy S3 Education and childcare facilities — Part object

General concern about increase in housing population without a coherent strategy on
increase in social infrastructure, including physical infrastructure particularly schools.
Careful consideration should be given to assess whether such facilities should be located
away from areas of high air pollution including busy roads. Air pollution has negative
impacts on the health and wellbeing of children including lung development as well as
onset of asthma. The Mayor cannot influence the Education and Skills Funding Agency’s
decisions.

The Council supports the added level of criteria to take into consideration for education
development proposals. Support the requirement for local authorities to consider demand,
and plan for need.

Policy S4 Play and informal recreation - Support

Support — overall approach to play and informal recreation closely reflects the approach
taken in Richmond’s Local Plan. The broadening of the definition to place greater
emphasis on children’s accessibility of play space mirrors the networked approach to
access that the Council encourage.

The policy would benefit from greater clarity, however — phases such as “Development
proposals for schemes that are likely to be used by children” is unclear, and could prove
difficult to implement. Would for example, a dedicated indoor sports facility still be
required to form and integral part of the surrounding neighbourhood or incorporate trees
and/or other forms of greenery (e.g. Part B2d)?

Similarly, the policy would benefit from a clearer concept of ‘incidental play’ in order to
support the delivery of this requirement (B4). While it is welcomed that the draft Plan
recognises that ‘play’ is an activity that is not just confined to playgrounds and play areas,
and can occur in a wide variety of locations and environments, it should be clear that this
does not provide the opportunity for developers to avoid the provision of dedicated play
space.
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5.5.

5.6.

5.7.

As per the comments by Public Health, the policy would benefit from consideration of
mitigating air pollution and implementing road severance in the design of play space.

Policy S5 Sports and recreation facilities — Support

Support — the draft policy carries forward many of the requirements of the existing policy,
and is generally aligned with LB Richmond’s commitment to protecting and enhancing the
borough’s sports and recreational provision.

It could benefit, however, from a greater distinction between the provision of dedicated
sports facilities and more informal recreational provision. The requirement to provide
both formal and informal provision (para 5.5.1) is worthwhile and can be seen to introduce
greater flexibility, while also mirroring the approach and requirements of LP 31. However,
this should not enable opportunities for developments to forego the provision of dedicated
sports facilities, where these are appropriate, that meet the standards required by the
NGBs and Sport England (see, in particular para. 5.5.1: “Many activities require minimal
facilities, and often an open space or community hall can be sufficient”). This should also
be considered in light of Policy S4, on ‘Play and informal recreation’, which is targeted at
young people’s recreational opportunities.

The inclusion of specific provision shortfalls in para 5.5.2 (swimming pools, artificial grass
pitches, sports halls) could become out of date and is not considered necessary, as the
broader point that ‘unmet demand is projected to increase’ remains relevant even without
these sport-specific references. The draft policy could be strengthened if reference were
made to the availability of local and contemporary data in identifying shortfalls. | note, for
example, that the current London Plan stated “Demand and supply for swimming pools will
be broadly in balance London wide” —an aspect which has now been changed. More local
specificity would improve this as a strategic policy.

Policy S6 Public toilets — Support

The principle of the policy is supported as there has been significant closures of accessible
public toilets across London this has had detrimental impacts on the elderly, those with
disabilities and parents with young children. However, the Council questions the strategic
nature of this policy.

Provision of public toilets in ‘large scale commercial development’ is considered to be
overly prescriptive. Richmond has successfully implemented a voluntary Community Toilet
Scheme, and it is not necessary to set out planning requirements in a strategic plan for
London. Ultimately, the provision of public toilets should be a matter for Local Authorities.

Policy S7 Burial space — Support

The proposed draft London Plan policies align with the protection afforded to cemeteries
allocated as Green Belt, MOL, or OOLTI within LB Richmond.
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The policy’s additional requirement that new provision of cemeteries should account for
broader green infrastructure and natural environment goals and/or requirements is
welcomed.

6. Chapter 6 Economy

6.1.

6.2.

Policy E1 Offices — Support

The Council is supportive of Policy E1, noting in particular the impact of Permitted
Development Rights and how this has led to significant supply issues for companies seeking
space in this area which has historically been a source of affordable space.

There are potential implementation issues around the Policy’s reliance on table 6.1
(Projected demand for Office Floorspace to 2041), which doesn’t define this by borough,
rather it just refers to Outer London @0.3-1.5 million sg.m. Itis considered that this table
could more accurately reflect requirements set out on a borough by borough basis relating
to the need established within the London Office Policy Review 2017. It could become
difficult to implement or an issue for discussion under Duty to Co-operate/Statement Of
Common Ground (SOCG) requirements under proposed changes to NPPF. Further clarity is
required as to how this will be agreed and taken forward in practice in order for the policy
to be implementable

The development of a blended portfolio to include start-up/affordable/accessible space is
an approach the Council supports in the light of much historic small scale stock being lost
to Permitted Development Rights. The Plan’s support for Councils to be able to introduce
Article 4 protections in such areas is welcome. However the Council questions the
significance of this policy given local authorities already have the power to introduce
Article 4 directions. The Council has already introduced an Article 4 Direction to remove
the permitted development rights for a change of use from offices to residential and has
not relied on a Mayoral stance to justify.

The Council’s emerging Local Plan supports and encourages the provision for start-up
businesses and other SMEs within the borough through economic development providing
managed and affordable workspace.

Policy E2 Low-cost business space - Neutral

Strong support for policy E2, which is consistent with Local Plan Policies LP40, 41 and 42.
However, it is considered that it should incorporate flexibility for more stringent marketing
requirements on a borough specific basis depending on local evidence.

Wording should be included at paragraph 6.2.6 which links the length of the marketing
period to the discretion of each borough depending on local circumstances/evidence.

Given the supply issues generated by Permitted Development Rights, high relative
residential values and other reasons, the Council welcomes the Plan’s support to
encourage a range of business space in terms of affordability and flexibility. We note that
the market is responding to this in many ways but it remains important for Local Plans to
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6.3.

6.4.

6.5.

6.6.

6.7.

establish a strong policy position on this in order to meeting growing and changing
business needs.

Policy E3 Affordable workspace — Support

Strong support for Policy E3 Affordable Workspace. This is to be welcomed within
Richmond borough where there is a strong prevalence of SMEs and high demand for
affordable workspace.

Policy E4 Land for industry, logistics and services to support London’s economic function
- Neutral

Support the provision, protection and/or suitable adaptation/intensification of industrial
sites. However, the policy is not very helpful to those boroughs outside the Central
Services Area. There is no surplus industrial capacity in this borough. Intensification and
co-location with residential is likely to lead to waste and industrial type uses being
squeezed out by the higher value uses. We would seek removal of support for mixed-use
or residential on industrial sites, except in exceptional circumstances.

The Council supports flexibility in types of activity permitted reflecting modern occupation
of industrial buildings, including flexibility in how different uses — storage, workshops,
offices, etc. — might be incorporated within a single building. Research has shown that In
Richmond upon Thames there are no designated industrial sites that should be released at
the present time for other non-employment based uses. Research has confirmed that
there is a considerable shortfall, and demand substantially exceeds supply. The Council
supports the principle of no net loss of industrial floor space capacity including operational
yard space.

Policy E5 Strategic Industrial Locations (SIL) — Neutral
There are no SlLs in LB Richmond upon Thames.

Policy E6 Locally Significant Industrial Sites - Support
Support the continued approach to identifying Locally Significant Industrial Sites in Local
Plans and the range of uses acceptable.

Policy E7 Intensification, co-location and substitution of land for industry, logistics and
services to support London’s economic function — Object

In Richmond upon Thames, the continued demand for industrial premises, and the
limitations on supply of industrial land, requires protection of smaller industrial areas and
premises, including businesses located within railway arches or dotted among residential
and mixed use areas. The Council would prefer a local evidence based approach to be
applied. The London Plan is too accommodating in paragraph 6.7.3 by allowing housing
provision, outside designated SILs and LSIS where a mix of residential and industrial on the
same site may occur. In spite of the Agent for Change principle, there is likely to be conflict
between employment and residential uses and there is no suitable available land to which
to relocate any affected business /operations. Mixed- use and residential development
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6.8.

6.9.

should not be supported on existing industrial sites, except in exceptional cases and where
they meet the criteriain D. and E.2 to E.4 of Policy E7.

Policy E8 Sector growth opportunities and clusters — Neutral

Supportive of the sector/clustering concept as a means of labelling development of key
employment/industrial locations. This could perhaps be framed as an overall concept that
can be applied to local areas rather than limited to the geographic locations or the
Strategic Outer London Development Centre (SOLDC) concept as the chapter implies. For
example, Richmond borough’s cultural, creative, visitor, scientific and heritage offer is
strong and its economic strength derives from its heritage and environmental quality.
Harmful impacts of new development will need to be carefully balanced.

Policy E9 Retail, markets and hot food takeaways — Support/Neutral

Welcome reference to consolidating retail where there is a surplus in B. Continued
recognition and support for markets is noted and welcomed.

Strong support for the principle of controlling hot food take-aways as the Council already
has a similar policy.

6.10. Policy E10 Visitor infrastructure — Support

No comments.

6.11. Policy E11 Skills and opportunities for all - Support

General support for Policy E11, although some concerns are raised with regard to the
implementation and monitoring of this policy, which could have significant resource
implications for the boroughs.

The problem of short term projects versus longer-term commitment to the completion of
apprenticeships seems fundamental and there would be merit in clarifying what is meant
by ‘completions’ in this context. Apprenticeships are usually a single qualification based on
a single period of learning and this proposition would support more modular
apprenticeships which could be delivered by multiple employers, with the trainee
addressing a range of core skills with different employers on different projects and still
reach a completion.

The proposals are limited in scope, not recognising the increased influence the Mayor will
have with devolution of the Adult Education Budget from 2019 and the joined up working
that is happening with the Council and RHACC and Richmond upon Thames College in
particular, and the sub-regional work.

7. Chapter 7 Heritage and Culture
7.1.

Policy HC1 Heritage conservation and growth - Support

Welcome the recognition of the importance of the historic environment by keeping an
evidence base. The Council has used its evidence base on heritage assets to inform the
guidance in its Historic Environment SPD which is now adopted following public
consultation.
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7.2.

7.3.

7.4.

7.5.

7.6.

7.7.

Policy HC2 World Heritage Sites - Support

Richmond is partner borough in managing the Westminster World Heritage Site. Policy HC
2 is supported however, reference could be made to thee of 3D modelling to support
protection of views which is set out in Policy D2 C and discussed in paragraph 7.2.3. The
use of 3D modelling was a Recommendation No. 13 of the UNESCO mission report 2017.

Policy HC3 Strategic and Local Views — Support
Policy HC 3 is supported including a review of the London View Management Framework in
HC 3 E.

Policy HC4 London View Management Framework — Support

General support for Policy HC 4. However, it will be necessary to ensure that the
consultation area reflects the more extensive zone which has already impacted on the
view from King Henry VIII’'s Mound to St Paul’s Cathedral in future.

Policy HC5 Supporting London’s culture and creative industries - Neutral

This sets the context to support and enhance arts, culture, sport and entertainment, the
areas that contribute to the tourist and visitor economy which are important in the
borough. London’s Arcadia (the parks, gardens, historic buildings and landscape scenes
covering the stretch of the Thames running from Teddington beneath Richmond Bridge to
Kew) is recognised at paragraph 7.5.11.

Policy HC6 Supporting the night-time economy - Support

The recognition of the night time economy and some of the means of managing its impact
is generally welcomed. However, the policy is mainly concerned with promotion of the
night time economy and the Council considers that the possible negative impacts could be
further addressed particularly where centres have a high residential population. Local Plan
policies support the night-time economy, and particularly its diversification. However, the
Local Plan also includes policies to limit certain uses classes where there are significant
agglomerations in centres and the Council has introduced a Cumulative Impact Policy for
Licensing in parts of Richmond and Twickenham.

Policy HC7 Protecting public houses - Support
The policy for protection of London’s public houses is welcomed.

8. Chapter 8 Green Infrastructure and Natural Environment

8.1.

8.2.

Policy G1 Green infrastructure - Support
Welcome but to accord with the NPPF para 109 suggest the addition of 3) identify
opportunities to provide biodiversity net gain through green infrastructure interventions.

Policy G2 London’s Green Belt — Support

The Council welcomes the protection of green belt land. A thorough review of brownfield
sites and unimplemented permissions should be the principal concern in addressing
housing need rather than destroying the existing character and liveability of London, and
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8.3.

8.4.

8.5.

8.6.

particularly its suburbs, by for example developing on backgarden land or putting
increased pressure on land and open spaces that have been designated as being of local
importance. Focus should be on understanding why homes are not built despite having
planning permission and the Council urges the GLA to work with Sir Oliver Letwin to review
and explain the gap between the high number of planning permissions being granted in
London against those built. This comment relates to the Council’s overall comment that it
makes about the lack of infrastructure to accommodate growth and considers both areas
should be reviewed to fit with the Mayors approach to ‘good growth’.

Policy G3 Metropolitan Open Land — Object

The Council welcomes the protection of MOL. However, we would not support the
principle of land swaps as this may weaken the policy. Designated MOL should meet the
criteria and protect strategically important open spaces.

Policy G4 Local green and open space — Support
No comment

Policy G5 Urban greening - Neutral

Supportive, however the functionality of Urban Greening Factor would need to be trialled
and assessed to see if it suitable for Richmond upon Thames. The wording in paragraph
8.5.1is stronger than the policy wording. The policy wording should be strengthened to
reflect this e.g. “G5A Major development proposals should ensure Gl is integral to site
planning and building design as it is fundamental to the greening of London. This can be
achieved by incorporating measures such as high-quality landscaping (including trees),
living roofs, living walls and nature-based sustainable drainage.”

The Mayor recommends a target score of 0.4 for predominantly residential developments
and 0.3 for commercial developments. The greening of new development is to be
welcomed and this Council has policy to incorporate new biodiversity features into new
and/or redevelopments where possible. There is a concern that a generic model will not
take account of local circumstances and could impact on the viability of commercial
developments in particular?

Policy G6 Biodiversity and access to nature - Neutral

The Council is concerned that Policy G6 is weaker than current Local Plan Policy LP15 and
wording. Itis also considered that the wording would benefit from including text on
management and maintenance in perpetuity.

Regarding paragraph 8.6.3, corridors include Green, blue and dark and should also refer to
creating/enhancing/protecting corridors between sites to help movement of species and
genetic diversity of populations. Dark corridors are important for bats and these should be
identified and protected. Explicit reference should be made to “cumulative impacts” on
sites of biodiversity and nature conservation importance. Biodiversity, including the wider
ecological and green infrastructure networks, play a crucial role in adapting to the effects
of climate change.
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8.7.

8.8.

8.9.

Policy G7 Trees and woodlands - Support

The Council supports the protection, replacement and planting of trees. Trees and other
landscape features can help areas to adapt to the likely effects of climate change: such as
their cooling and shading effects; and reducing surface water runoff rates and flash
flooding during heavy rainfall through absorption and infiltration.

Policy G8 Food growing — Support

Food growing is both good for the environment, mental health and education (e.g.
teaching children about how food is produced as well as healthy eating. As a consequence
it is important that existing allotments are protected and expanded as well as ensure that
there are opportunities for community gardens in new developments.

Policy G8A does not make a distinction between community food growing spaces and
allotments. These are different things and come with different long term security over
their tenure and purpose. This distinction should be further considered and wording
changed if necessary. Para 8.8.2 needs to draw a clearer distinction / better define a green
roof for food growing as distinct from a living roof for biodiversity.

In the Richmond context of limited land availability, provision of space for food growing is
likely to be led through the protection of existing allotments and private amenity space.
The Council is working through Public Health with other agencies to support sustainable
food initiatives. Beyond planning, there are other initiatives such as the Food Growing
Schools London Project which schools in the borough participate in, and the policy could
recognise this will be met through partnership working.

Policy G9 Geodiversity — Support
No comment

9. Chapter 9 Sustainable Infrastructure

9.1. Policy SI1 Improving air quality — Support

The Council supports the draft policy. The whole borough is a AQMA and there are several
AQFAs. Air pollution is of significant concern for health and wellbeing for all Londoners
particularly for those who are more vulnerable; this includes children, the elderly and
those with illness such as asthma and Chronic Obstructive Pulmonary Disease.

The Mayor should be mindful that policy SI1 A6 may throw a large responsibility back on
the Council to demonstrate “equivalent air quality benefits”. If the developer can’t deliver
emissions reductions on site, some other AQ benefits will be required off site. In reality this
will usually mean that the LA will be required to provide equivalent AQ benefits nearby
through S106. This sets the bar very/unnecessarily high, may be unachievable and may
result in S106 being repaid to the developer if challenged. The Mayor should consider
revising the wording deleting “equivalent” to read: 6) Development proposals should
ensure that where emissions need to be reduced, this is done on-site. Where it can be
demonstrated that on-site provision is impractical or inappropriate, off-site measures to
improve local air quality may be acceptable, provided that air quality benefits can be
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9.2.

9.3.

9.4.

9.5.

demonstrated. This will permit the Local Authority to provide useful Air Quality benefits
without the threat of any monies having to be repaid.

Para 9.1.2 - The Council applauds the Mayors intention to “ensure that new developments
are designed and built, as far as is possible, to improve local air quality and reduce the
extent to which the public are exposed to poor air quality. This means that new
developments, as a minimum, must not cause new exceedances of legal air quality
standards, or delay the date at which compliance will be achieved in areas that are
currently in exceedance of legal limits”. This is an admirable intention but is difficult to
implement in practice. It will be difficult, unless in an AQFA, to require that emissions from
buildings are reduced to zero; it will be even more challenging to not “delay the date at
which compliance will be achieved in areas that are currently in exceedance of legal limits “
as this is generally the local road network. Unless the new development is car free, (and
sometimes even if it is), major developments will almost always add to local transport
emissions and thereby add to local NO2 exceedances.

Achieving car free developments for family accommodation in outer London is still
considered unacceptable to developers and unrealistic by the Council (further comments
on this issue are in the response to chapter 10. A good example in LBRuT is the Stag
Brewery which will add around 850 new residents, 1,200 pupils, a health centre, retail etc.
to a road network which already exceeds capacity. The Council believes this policy should
stand, but the Mayor should be mindful of its limitations.

Policy SI2 Minimising greenhouse gas emissions & Policy SI3 Energy infrastructure —
Support

The Council supports Policies SI2 and SI3 which are in accordance with the Council’s Local
Plan Policy LP22.

Policy SI4 Managing heat risk — Support

The Council supports the draft policy. The Local Plan contains policy to encourage
development and adaptation resilient to future impacts of climate change in order to
minimise vulnerability of people and property.

Policy SI5 Water infrastructure — Support
The Council supports Policy SI5 which is in accordance with the Council’s Local Plan.

Policy SI6 Digital connectivity infrastructure — Neutral

This is of relevance to the borough as a business location. However, it is unclear what this
policy will achieve in practice. It would like current Building Regs to be exceeded but offers
no basis for actually implementing this. Achieving this objective will require industry rather
than the planning system to implement and there should be more on what the Mayor will
do to align Plan exhortations and delivery.

There is concern that the policy may have adverse impacts on the viability of new
employment and community developments in the future.
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9.6. Policy SI7 Reducing waste and supporting the circular economy & Policy SI110 Aggregates
— Support/Neutral
Support the circular economy and waste reduction measures. Point 3 regarding the target
of zero biodegradable or recyclable waste to landfill by 2026 should be qualified &
clarified. Presumably this applies to all waste, not just household or local authority
collected waste. How is “recyclable waste” defined? Does “zero” really mean “none
whatsoever”? How would this be applied and enforced? How would any of London’s
Waste Collection Authorities (WCA’s) still relying on landfill for residual waste, establish
whether it contains any biodegradable or recyclable waste? In practice this could amount
to the same thing as a complete ban on landfill for household and similar wastes as there is
always likely to be at least some bio or recyclable waste remaining within it. There would
always need to be a contingency permitted to deal with events such as plant/incinerator
breakdown.

Regarding criteria 4a there is a risk that the Mayor may seek to amend proposed borough
contracts if he thinks they are not in conformity with the 65% recycling target by 2030. This
could potentially increase contract costs. 65% recycling of household waste would be very
difficult to achieve in London. (Previous target was 60% by 2031).

Itisn’t clear how much each borough would be expected to contribute towards the
achievement of this target but it could be expected to increase external to reduce the
frequency of residual waste collections, to switch to small capacity wheeled bins for low-
rise refuse and to introduce separate food waste collections for high-rise. Improved
regulation of commercial waste management to improve compliance with pre-treatment,
waste hierarchy & rules against mixing hazardous & non-hazardous wastes has the
potential to greatly improve recycling rates achieved for other similar wastes.

Regarding criteria 4b WCA'’s have no duty to collect construction, demolition and
excavation waste but the Council collects some via fly-tip clearance & some via the
chargeable DIY waste service; as we deal with such a small part of the overall tonnage |
doubt this target would really affect the Councils directly. However rules relating to
charging for DIY waste might need clarification in order that it is clear that the disposal of
such waste is chargeable.

Design criteria 5 is supported in principle with the possible exception of separate food
waste storage provision in high-rise as the consistency agenda only goes as far as extending
this to all low-rise. The plan could perhaps push high-rise to having food waste macerators
instead (subject to water company support) which could result in significant disposal
savings. The understanding is that this policy could have a real impact on the
determination of planning decisions and therefore on developers’ willingness to propose
adequate arrangements. This may need to link to the consistency agenda so that
developments are designed to cope with likely future collection service configurations.
There are many new residential units that are very limited in terms of space and therefore

26



9.7.

9.8.

9.9.

the pressure to build in space for recycling may conflict directly with pressure to
accommodate more living units.

Criteria B1 aiming for zero waste is not consistent with the 95% target stated in 4B for
demolition waste.

In Criteria B3, opportunities for managing as much waste as possible on site Food waste
macerators could be encouraged as could home composting provision in gardens and small
scale Anaerobic Digestion in larger developments to deal with food waste on site.

Criteria B4 on adequate recycling storage space is supported but it should also recognise
storage for general waste collection.

Regarding criteria B5, clarification is sought on whether this requirement is for the project
from conception and thereafter throughout it operational life. Both are important
however the longer term servicing requirements will have the most impact for the Council.

Policy SI8 Waste capacity and net waste self-sufficiency & Policy SI9 Safeguarded waste
sites — Neutral /Support

The outer London Boroughs have the greatest increase in waste apportionmenti.e. in the
West London Waste area it is an extra 700,000 tonnes but the outer areas have also to find
the greatest number of new homes. This Borough already has a shortage of industrial land,
so there is a tension in identifying space for new or intensifying waste uses on industrial
land.

The Council is currently part of the West London Waste Authority boroughs that plan for
the waste authority area’s waste apportionment, and welcomes the positive wording as set
out in criteria B2.

Richmond Borough strongly supports safeguarding waste sites. The pressure for
redevelopment on waste sites can lead to the running down of existing operations e.g.
Arlington Works, in the Borough. The Council suggests that the policy text in para. 9.9.2 is
reworded to “assess the maximum throughput achieved over at least three active years” to
counteract the lessening of throughput from those seeking to make a case for cessation of
waste activities on site.

Policy SI11 Hydraulic fracturing (Fracking) — Support
No comment

Policy SI12 Flood risk management & Policy SI13 Sustainable drainage — Support

The Council supports the principles of the policy and the Drainage Hierarchy which are
broadly in line with the Council’s own Flood Risk and Sustainable Drainage Policy, LP21.
However funding would be welcome to update surface water management plans in
collaboration with neighbouring boroughs.
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9.10. Policy SI14 Waterways — strategic role — Part Support/part object
Agree that the waterways are multifunctional assets. The Council continues to liaise with
the Marine Management Organisation in the drafting of its Local Plan Policies. The council
will continue to work with the relevant river agencies, PLA and EA, and support the Thames
Strategies for the various reaches within the Borough.

Richmond objects to the paragraph 9.14.8, as the whole of the River Thames within the
Borough is designated as MOL. This paragraph may apply to potential new designations
but the Council would not wish this existing MOL designation within the borough to be
weakened or under threat. We would prefer wording to make it clear that existing river
MOL should remain so. In this borough the Thames meanders through a connected
landscape of parks, palaces and small towns known as the Arcadian Thames. Thames
Strategy Hampton —Kew is in place. Of the seven main bends in the river, 6 are dominated
by open spaces associated with local palaces and villas. The bends, islands and open green
spaces help define the distinct village communities along both banks of the river. There
are numerous views, vistas, landmarks and historic landscapes along the river and it is an
important component of the Borough'’s green infrastructure network providing
opportunities for recreation and linkages for biodiversity and habitat of ecological
importance. This part of the Thames is less suited to transport infrastructure related uses
but is appropriate to be protected as a strategically important permanently open space
within the built environment.

9.11. Policy SI15 Water transport — Neutral
The Council is strongly supportive of the stance that boatyards should be protected.
However, increased freight, wharves and passenger transport may not be appropriate
along the Arcadian Thames, which should be protected as a strategically important
permanently open space within the built environment.

9.12. Policy SI16 Waterways — use and enjoyment - Object
The main aim of the Council is to ensure that the river is accessible to all, for pleasure and
recreation as well as navigational purposes, and as such, of wider benefit to the community
and residents that it serves. The Council supports the Policy point A. The Council would
suggest that extra criteria be added so that river-related and river dependent industrial and
business uses be more strongly protected. River-related industrial and business uses,
especially those supporting river dependent uses involving the construction, repair, sale
and servicing of river craft, make a vital contribution to the continuation of the historic
tradition and function of the River Thames for transportation, communication and
recreation and play a role in the local economy. Boat builders, boat yards, and chandlers
are under potential threat from development for luxury riverside homes.

Object - the Council seeks to protect the character, openness and views of the Arcadian
Thames from unauthorised moorings and would not support D. and E. the provision of new
moorings. Whilst it is acknowledged that existing houseboats, moorings and other floating
structures are an established part of the river scene, without restriction there would be a
concern that there could be an increase in planning applications for residential and private
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permanent moorings. The Local Plan policy is in conformity with existing London Plan Blue
Ribbon Network policies 7.24 - 7.30, in particular Policy 7.27 point c., which states that
proposals should protect and enhance waterway support infrastructure such as boatyards,
moorings, jetties and safety equipment etc. It also states that new mooring facilities
should normally be off line from main navigation routes, i.e. in basins or docks. The
supporting text goes on to say consents for and the use of new moorings should be
managed in a way that respects the character of the waterways and the needs of its users.
Importantly, it also states that the rivers should not be used as an extension of the
developable land in London nor should parts of it be a continuous line of moored craft. We
would not wish for this policy to be dropped in the new London Plan. The Council has in
place a Local Byelaw (2015) (see www.richmond.gov.uk/byelaws_and_local_legislation for
further information) whereby it is a criminal offence to moor for longer than permitted
without the written consent of the Council.

Object - The character of the reaches in central London is more suited to water freight and
transport

9.13. Policy SI17 Protecting London’s waterways — Support
River Thames runs for 34 km through the Borough. This borough is the only 1 in London
that is intersected by the Thames, giving long river recreational areas, and a unique and
historic landscape character.

10. Chapter 10 Transport
10.1. Policy T1 Strategic approach to transport — Support/neutral

T1 Al: Qualified support; the direction of travel is laudable but there does not appear to be
enough tangible action/investment in the draft Mayors Transport Strategy (MTS) to
achieve this level of mode share for walking, cycling and public transport.
T1 A2: neutral. Table 10.1 includes numerous vague and unfunded schemes. It may be
simpler just to say that Development Plans and development proposals should support the
delivery of the MTS. Alternatively, Table 10.1 should be restricted to a list of specific
proposals rather than including many broad-brush descriptions of schemes. If Table 10.1 is
retained it should include more schemes of benefit to Richmond, as otherwise T1 A2 would
be meaningless in this borough.

T1 B: Support with modification. This is a continuation of existing land use policies, but
ideally there should be a reference to capacity as well as connectivity and accessibility.
Some locations are well connected and accessible but there is not sufficient capacity to
allow for more trips. Para 10.3.2 seems to acknowledge the capacity issue so it should be
mentioned in the policy.

In general, given the plan is intended to cover the period to 2041, there is little on the
potential impact of new technologies including autonomous or semi-autonomous vehicles
for private, shared or freight uses. The plan should consider these issues.

10.2. Policy T2 Healthy Streets — Support
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Support, the policy is largely the same as previous about encouraging sustainable
transport. It would be useful to define the "essential" vehicles mentioned in T2 B2

Healthy Streets is critical to ensure that people enjoy their environment and are active
within it. It also benefits people in terms of health and wellbeing.

10.3. Policy T3 Transport capacity, connectivity and safeguarding — Support
Support, with modifications as follows:
T3 C states that "Development proposals that do not provide adequate protection for the
schemes outlined in Table 10.1... should be refused". Given that Table 10.1 is an unfunded
wish list, with many elements not even pro-actively led by the Mayor in the draft MTS (e.g.
workplace parking levies), this requirement seems too strong. The policy would be
acceptable without this section, i.e. "Development proposals that seek to remove vital
transport functions or prevent necessary expansion of these, without suitable alternative
provision being made to the satisfaction of transport authorities and service providers,
should be refused. "Local authorities" should also be added to the final sentence.

T3 D talks of prioritising several TfL-promoted transport schemes in development plans and
decisions, but some upgrades outsides the Mayor's remit (e.g. non-TfL rail) should also be
prioritised. This should be explicit in the policy.

10.4. Policy T4 Assessing and mitigating transport impacts - Support
Essentially a continuation of existing policy.

10.5. Policy T5 Cycling — Support with modifications
Generally support with modifications as follows:

T5 B and C offer developers an easy way out of meeting their obligations on site, with the
result that space would be required from local authorities, potentially to the detriment of
other road users. Developments that are served only by off-site cycle parking are also less
likely to succeed in getting people to cycle to/from the development. It would be better for
off-site cycle parking to be a last resort and only in exceptional circumstances.

Would like to see much stronger evidence to justify the increase in minimum cycle parking
standards for short stay (class A uses) and long stay (office use) described in para 10.5.3.
The doubling of provision from the existing London Plan appears to be based on cycle
mode share to destinations in selected boroughs (including Richmond) being more than
double that elsewhere in London; but there does not appear to be evidence showing
whether the existing London Plan standards for cycle parking are currently inadequate in
these boroughs, i.e. is cycle parking at capacity given current standards? Without this
evidence it may be that this policy leads to space being given to cycle parking that is not
actually needed and will not be used. In combination with T5 B and C (above) as written,
this may lead to pressure on local authority land/highway space, to the detriment of other
road users.
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10.6. Policy T6 Car parking 6.1 — Object
Strongly Object to Policy T6.1 as it is considered to be a blanket led approach that does not
allow for any interpretation of the borough specific local circumstances. This Policy could
have adverse implications for the borough with particular regard to areas which fall within
PTAL Level s 2-4, where demand for kerbside space is high but parking controls are not in
place.

The Council has provided evidence to the inspector for its Local Plan inquiry supporting the
use of minimum parking standards in the borough for lower PTAL areas. In these locations,
it is unrealistic to expect car-free or low-car housing. This evidence, produced by transport
consultant AECOM, is appended to this response to support the case for continued use of
minimum parking standards in the borough. The document can also be accessed on our
website: http://www.richmond.gov.uk/media/14420/Idf parking standards research.pdf

A consequence of policy T6.1 as written is that it would increase the risk of off-street
parking for residential development in outer London boroughs being inadequate to cater
for parking demand. This would lead to overspill parking on-street in areas which are not
covered by controlled parking zones (which is the case for much of outer London, including
much of Richmond). Additional vehicles being parked on-street runs counter to the
Mayor’s concept of turning residential areas into “Healthy Streets” as envisaged under the
draft Mayor’s Transport Strategy. In reality a PTAL in Outer London can mean significantly
different travel choices to that in inner London and there is also a discrepancy between
stations.

Without a step-change in the provision of other transport options in Richmond — none of
which is suggested by the proposals in Table 10.1 - the maximum parking standards
suggested by Table 10.3 would inevitably lead to overspill parking outside CPZs. This policy
is therefore opposed.

Maximum residential car parking standards are in some cases contradictory, e.g. according
to Table 10.3 all residential development in PTAL 5-6 must be car free; yet at the same
time all residential developments must provide car parking spaces for disabled people
(Policy T6.1 G) which counts towards the maximum parking provision for the development
(Policy T6.1 H4). This can't happen if the development is car free. This contradiction needs
to be addressed.

10.7. Policy T6.2 Office parking — Support
General support as consistent with Local Plan approach

10.8. Policy T6.3 Retail parking — Support
General support for Policy T6.3. However, it is considered that Table 10.5 could more
usefully read “Outer London Retail above 500sgm up to 1 space per 50 sq.m gia”, for

clarification purposes as the current wording is not consistent.

10.9. Policy T6.4 Hotel and leisure uses parking — Support
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General support for Policy T6.4, although it is considered to be inflexible with regard to
PTAL 4 areas.

10.10. Policy T6.5 Non-residential disabled persons parking - Support
General support for Policy T6.5

10.11. Policy T7 Freight and servicing — support
The Council generally supports Policy T7.There are no new issues/challenges arising from
Policy T7. Part E of Local Plan Policy LP 44 and paragraph 11.1.10 are consistent.

10.12. Policy T8 Aviation
The Council supports Policy T8 — the Council strongly opposes any further expansion at
Heathrow airport. The Community Plan 2016-2020, recognises that aircraft noise is a very
significant issue for many residents, having an impact on quality of life, health and
education. Night flights are particularly intrusive. The Council is leading the local resistance
to proposals to expand Heathrow airport and would like to see a permanent block on any
expansion. The Council will oppose any expansion of Heathrow Airport and any changes to
the existing arrangements which will have an adverse impact on the borough.

The Council would like to see the word “strongly” carried forward from existing London
Plan Policy 6.6 into Policy T8.

10.13. Policy T9 Funding transport infrastructure through planning —Support/Neutral.
The Council is generally supportive of Policy T9. It is basically a continuation of existing
policy, with a new emphasis on funding Crossrail 2 which is supported by this borough.
However, we would suggest that it should be better considered in light of the housing
growth policies. The Council requests that further work is carried out on a detailed
infrastructure plan if it is to realistically achieve growth targets.

The Council does have concerns about the application of MCIL2 and comments have been
made separately to the consultation on the draft Charging Schedule.

The Council continues to strongly object to the Mayor’s proposals for MCIL2 as the
evidence base presented by the Mayor does not meet Examination requirements. Mayoral
CIL is not negotiable and has the potential to increase viability risk on some developments
and cumulatively divert developer contributions away from local infrastructure provision,
including affordable housing. It is therefore essential that the Mayor considers local
variations in viability, rather than retaining his current broad brush approach and
introducing differential charging without due consideration of site specific development
viability on sites across London.
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11. Chapter 11 Funding the London Plan
11.1. Policy DF1 Delivery of the Plan and Planning Obligations - Neutral

The Council has already responded to the Mayors Homes for Londoner’s Affordable
Housing and viability SPG consultation. Since then the Council is still concerned with the
potential unknown quantum of affordable housing proposed where an applicant aims to
use the Mayors fast track approach and would therefore not require a viability appraisal
for above 35%. The Council require any scheme delivering less than 50% affordable homes
to submit a viability appraisal to support the quantum of affordable housing being
proposed. It is unclear from the SPG how a council would know whether a scheme
providing 35% affordable housing that was policy compliant could in fact deliver more than
35% affordable housing, as there will be no requirement for an applicant to provide a
viability appraisal with such an offer.

Furthermore it is not clear how a council would be able to test the viability of providing
other planning obligations as well as affordable housing. As at present 35% affordable
housing is rarely achieved as is evidenced for London by the Mayor’s AMR, In reality if
negotiations seek to secure other planning obligations such as education or community
facilities, the affordable housing offer is reduced below 35% and the overall viability of
planning obligations sought by the council can be tested. Related to this point, the
emerging Local Plan policy approach requires an increase in industrial land on site but the
increased level of affordable housing required in industrial areas may pressurise the
design of a site and undermine the an overall design of a scheme as competing policy
requirements are balanced. This approach causes uncertainty and the Council seeks
clarification of how competing policy requirements are balanced in redesignated industrial
areas.

12. Chapter 12 Monitoring
12.1. Policy M1 Monitoring — Neutral
The Council suggests monitoring net increases in both office and industrial land in
accordance with Policies E5, E6 and E7 which aim to intensify employment uses.

Summary

The greatest threat to the London Plan delivering against its ambitions for Good Growth is that there
are not the resources available to make delivery achievable.

Some of this is scarcity of available land which will create major challenges in identifying locations of
the 5 year land supply, not just for housing but for the schools, healthcare provision and transport
infrastructure these new homes will need. If the 5 year land supply is quickly exhausted, then
councils will need to manage a substantial number of appeals.

The Council and the SLP welcome the focus in the London Plan on the importance of local
engagement and inclusivity, but this poses a particular challenge given the decision to produce a
document that is often quite prescriptive. Policy is proposed on a range of non-strategic subjects
from public toilets to takeaway food outlets to water fountains. This interferes with the ability of
councils and communities to find local solutions that truly engage existing residents and allow them
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to feel that they have been able to influence plans. A prescriptive tone reduces the credibility of
planners, whether at GLA or council level, when they insist that residents are included in decisions.
The Council and the SLP propose that the level of prescription across the plan is scaled back to allow
greater scope to deliver its aims around inclusivity and engagement.

Beyond councils we are concerned that the London Plan does not address the fact that these homes
need to be delivered at a point where TfL need to make substantial savings. This makes delivering
the transport infrastructure required very challenging and the London Plan does not currently
adequately address this. Nor is there sufficient funding to deliver the numbers of affordable homes
that are needed. We hope the GLA will work with central government to address this.

There is also a very serious concern about whether there will be a large enough construction
workforce to deliver the ambitions of the London Plan. Over a third of London’s construction
workforce is from other countries in the EU and only a very small percentage of them would have
been able to work here without freedom of movement. At a point when we should be looking to
increase our workforce we risk losing a very significant proportion of it. The London Plan will need to
plan for a scenario where the resources are not available due to Central Government decisions on
leaving the EU.

We believe that there is much in the London Plan that can help deliver the vision we share with the
Mayor for a more polycentric London. We acknowledge that London is going to need to change in
the next 20 years and that our major Outer London town centres will be the focus of much of that
change. However, the issues we have raised provide real concerns about the ability to deliver that
change in a way that meets the plans for good growth taking into account the character of the
surrounding area.

We look forward to working with you to help address those concerns.
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Appendix 1

1.1

1.2

1.3

1.4

What the new Housing Targets mean for Richmond Borough

Whilst the proposed targets for large sites, i.e. 1,770 over a 10-year period, seem
realistic and achievable, the proposed target for small sites and intensification and
densification of existing residential areas is unrealistic and unachievable. To
understand the implications for Richmond, the following maps provide some context
in terms of where the Mayor has assumed that 1% of existing housing stock within
PTALS 3-6 or within 800m of a tube or rail station or town centre boundary will be
densified each year.

The map below shows the buffer areas of 800m to PTAL areas for zones 3-6,
stations and town centre boundaries. This map has been produced in-house. The
Mayor has applied the buffer of 800m ‘as the crow flies’ rather than allowing for
actual distances on the ground.
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Another factor that the Mayor has taken account of in the small-sites methodology is
whether a site is in a Conservation Area. Overall, nearly 55% of the borough is
covered by a Conservation Area designation. This also includes town centres such
as the majority of Richmond, but also parts of Twickenham, Teddington and East
Sheen. In the Conservation Areas, the methodology has reduced the yield rate by
75%, so in these areas the modelling assumed that only 0.25% of existing housing
stock will intensify each year.

The map below shows the buffer areas of 800m to PTAL areas for zones 3-6,
stations and town centre boundaries as well as the borough’s designated
Conservation Areas. In addition, it should be noted that the Council is going through
a process of adding potential new or extensions to existing Conservation Areas
following the village planning processes. A consultation is currently underway on a



1.5

1.6

potential new Conservation Area as well as extensions to four existing Conservation
Areas in the Mortlake and Barnes areas. Further Conservation Areas (extensions
and/or new areas) are anticipated in the Hamptons and Teddington (further to the
adoption of the Village Planning Guidance SPDs in the summer 2017). In addition,
further Conservation Areas may be added in the Twickenham and Strawberry Hill
areas as a result of the village planning processes.

Stations 800m buffer

]

Town Centre 800m Buffer

=l

Conservation Areas

PTAL3-6

[ R S

What is however not understood to date and where the Mayor has to be challenged
on his assumptions is with regard to protected open land. This includes most
importantly Green Belt and Metropolitan Open Land, for which the Mayor and the
London Plan seek the utmost protection. However, in addition, there are a number of
local designations including Other Open Land of Townscape Importance and an
emerging Local Green Space designation, which have to be protected and which
should be excluded from any assumptions on small sites development.

When overlaying the Mayor’s so called ‘suitable locations’ for 1% intensification of
existing stock with the above buffer areas, excluding the Conservation Areas, then
the areas as shown in the following map could be ‘suitable locations’ for small sites.



b rd Small Sites 'Suitable Areas' ‘

It can be clearly seen from the above map that the ‘suitable areas’ still include large
parts of protected open land, including for example parts of Bushy Park, Fulwell Golf
course, Ham Lands, Hampton Water Treatment Works (filter beds), all of which are
designated MOL/Green Belt (although other policies in the draft London Plan protect
these areas from development).

In contrast, the following map shows the adjusted growth factor of 25% only in
Conservation Areas.
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1.9  Officers have carried out an additional exercise by excluding all the designated
MOL and Green Belt, for which the result would be as follows:

Small Sites 'Suitable Areas'
Excluding designated MOL and Green Belt

| Metropolitan Open Land
/ Green Belt
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]

1.10 This has then been taken further by excluding in addition to MOL and Green Belt
land that is protected through a local designation, including Other Open Land of
Townscape Importance, Public Open Space and Local Green Space.
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1.11  There is a whole range of other factors that the Mayor is challenged on in terms of
his assumptions used for small sites, such as:



2.1

2.2

2.3

3.1

o Application of 800m taking account of physical barriers, particularly the River
Thames which cuts through the borough, railway lines etc.: the case should be
made that any potential ‘suitable areas’ in Ham should be excluded due to the
River Thames and should therefore not fall within the 800m buffer of Twickenham
and Teddington centres respectively;

e Areas at risk of flooding: this is of particular relevance in Richmond, where
considerable parts are at high risk of flooding, with some areas being in the
functional floodplain (zone 3b), for which Government and development plan
policies would not allow for residential development;

e Tree Protection Orders and groups of TPOs: the borough has a high number of
TPOs and these present significant constraints for development, particularly for
any small sites such as infill or even backgarden land that are included within the
small sites ‘suitable areas’;

o Listed Buildings and their settings: whilst the majority of these would already be
covered by Conservation Areas, the Mayor should specifically exclude these as a
1% growth factor assumed on all Listed Buildings is unrealistic.

¢ Atrticle 4 Directions: the borough has put in place a variety of Article 4 Directions
that could potentially limit the amount of development coming forward. Whilst
some of these would already be covered by Conservation Areas, others such as
those relating to change of use from office to residential or indeed the emerging
new Article 4 Direction on basements (borough-wide from 1 April 2018) could
further restrict the growth factor and assumptions made by the Mayor.

Growth factor assumptions

The net additional growth assumption (housing units) rate for Richmond in ‘suitable
locations’ are:

e 2.7 net growth factor for detached/semi-detached houses

¢ 1.2 net growth factor for terraced houses

In comparison, the pan-London growth factors are:

e 2.2 net growth factor for detached/semi-detached houses

¢ 1.3 net growth factor for terraced houses

In particular, the significantly higher factor for detached/semi-detached houses
should be queried and challenged.

It is unclear and not transparent as to how the trend data and the growth factor
together with the 1% densification assumption has led to such unrealistic
assumptions on small sites. More could have been done by the GLA to improve the
model to include borough specific constraints such as demographics and building
types to enable a more through analysis.

Home ownership rates

Richmond has high levels of existing housing and individual owner occupation. It is
therefore not clear what assumptions the Mayor has made in its methodology in
terms of the 1% of densification of existing housing stock every year, particularly with
the high rates of individual home ownership. However, it appears that the Mayor has
not taken account of home ownership rates in the small sites assumptions
methodology.



3.2

3.3

An initial analysis of Home ownership rates in the borough compared to other London
boroughs has been carried out. The latest available data shows the following for
home ownership rates in the Richmond:

e 2011 Census — 64%

¢ Annual Population Survey (2014) — 69%

In addition, the following charts clearly demonstrate that Richmond has some of the
highest individual owner occupier and home ownership rates across London. This is
a significant factor that has to be taken into account when making assumptions in
relation to development on small sites as individual home owners may be less likely
to demolish and redevelop their own home to achieve an increase in residential units.
In addition, it is also less likely that individual home owners will add an existing storey
or an extension to provide a new residential unit.

Homes Owned outright, (2014) % Being bought with mortgage or loan, (2014) %
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4.1

Challenges for infill and backland development

Whilst it is acknowledged that the growth factor for terraced houses is lower than that
for detached/semi-detached houses (i.e. 1.2 instead of 2.7), it is not understood how
the Mayor is envisaging such development coming forward in a borough that has
significant constraints in terms of access, car parking provision, levels of existing on-
street parking etc. Whilst some infill development can take place in the borough, the
Mayor has not provided any information or analysis in terms of how he envisages the
growth factor to be applied in a street or row of terraced houses, whether this is
through adding additional storeys (which may not be appropriate at all from a
planning perspective if for example the street is in a Conservation Area), or through
redevelopment or sub-division of a terraced house into flats. The latter is in most
instances unrealistic particularly where the home is owned outright (see above charts
in terms of homeownership rates). Furthermore, it is also unrealistic to make
assumptions for redevelopment of backland in terraced houses due to issues with
gaining access. In addition, both the London Plan and Local Plan have a
presumption against development of backgarden land, particularly as backgardens
add significantly to urban greening and the special character of the borough.

Affordability



5.1

5.2

6.1

6.2

6.3

7.1

Affordability is a key constraint across London and particularly in Richmond. Whilst
the Council is seeking to provide as much affordable housing as possible, simply
squeezing in housing at all cost is not going to affect levels of affordability for e.g.
first-time buyers but will only result in a deterioration of the quality of the built and
natural environment, and will lead to frustration of both existing and future residents.

Therefore, it is important that the Mayor considers alternative strategic measures to
address London’s housing crisis. Authorities in the wider South East, which are
generally considered more affordable than London and particularly Richmond, and
which have generally more land available, should be required to make a greater
contribution to the London-wide as well as the national delivery target. In addition, the
Mayor could encourage and invest in opportunities for connectivity with associated
investment in transport infrastructure to connect those areas to places of work.

Impacts on social infrastructure

The need for house building across London and the wider South East is recognised,
and it is also understood that Richmond will have a role to play to meeting London’s
housing needs. However, delivery of housing should not come at all costs; providing
new housing and growth should be about creating, shaping and making places,
integrating existing and new communities and providing physical as well as social
infrastructure, including for education and health facilities, that support a growing
population whilst ensuring there is protection of green spaces for leisure, recreation
and biodiversity as well as the protection of local character and appearance. Growth
has to be sustainable and appropriate, and the quality of life of existing residents
must be maintained.

It is noted that the Mayor has stated when publishing the housing targets that it is a
challenge to deliver ‘the related infrastructure required to support this level of growth
and keep London functioning’. However, the proposed housing target for Richmond
clearly does not take account of land availability and space requirements for
supporting infrastructure, such as schools, power, water and waste disposal.

The challenge is not just delivering the housing, but also the related infrastructure
required to support this level of growth to keep the borough’s towns and villages
functioning. There is a danger that if the Mayor does not take account where for
example schools and health care facilities will go, then schools and other
infrastructure may be forced to be located on protected open spaces that the Mayor’s
and Borough'’s policies seek to preserve as they provide door-step opportunities for
sport, recreation, leisure etc. Richmond Council already has to look at protected open
land, including MOL, and other innovative planning solutions to meet its statutory
duties in relation to providing sufficient school places, such as the provision of a
primary school on top of a supermarket, and exploring opportunities for locating a
new secondary school in designated MOL as there are no other available sites in the
borough. Without taking a more strategic approach on accommodating London’s
housing needs across the wider South East, and allowing London to grow out,
pressure on locating supporting infrastructure, in particular those that require a
significant land take such as secondary schools, on designated open spaces such as
MOL will be further exacerbated.

Richmond - a visitor destination and recreational opportunities

Richmond borough, unlike many other London Boroughs, benefits from a large
number of historically and environmentally significant parks and open spaces, such
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as Richmond Park, Bushy Park and Old Deer Park. It will need to be made clear to
the Mayor of London that the borough's parks and open spaces provide not only
recreational opportunities for those that live and work in this borough, but also for
local communities and residents in neighbouring and other London boroughs, by
providing a green lung for southwest London and beyond.

Therefore, there isn’t the capacity to build significant amounts of housing numbers
without destroying the unique character, quality of natural and built environment as
well as the leisure and amenities enjoyed by the country as a whole. The proposed
housing target and assumptions made is setting up the Council to fail from the outset
and it will result in an alienation of existing and future residents by irrevocably
harming the borough’s uniqueness, character and appearance.

Richmond - village planning

Intensification of existing residential areas will completely change the uniqueness
and distinctive character of many parts of the borough. It will also significantly
undermine the Council’s approach to village planning, with the aim of liaising and
working with communities to understand their vision for their areas and how they
would like to shape the areas. Retaining and enhancing the character of the existing
villages has been a common theme throughout the preparation of all the Village
Planning Guidance SPDs. In addition, this is also evident in the emerging Ham and
Petersham Neighbourhood Plan.

The New Draft London Plan contains a policy on small site developments, such as
for infill, backland and intensification (e.g. adding additional stories etc.). This will
take away Government'’s desire to enable local communities to shape growth within
their areas as the new ‘presumption in favour of small sites development’ will be part
of the development plan for the borough once the Plan is adopted. It is also likely that
the adoption of a new London Plan with such significant policy changes and
challenging housing target will trigger the need to review the Local Plan, which is
currently undergoing examination in public and expected to be adopted by spring
2018.

Challenging housing need and the role of the wider South East

The Mayor appears to have arbitrarily distributed London’s housing need within
London by allocating unrealistic and unachievable targets (particularly from a
Richmond perspective) across London’s boroughs.

The Mayor should take a more strategic approach to addressing the unmet
proportion of the national delivery target, particularly in the Wider South East. The
Mayor and indeed Government have to accept that London has to grow out as not all
of this need can be accommodated within the Greater London area. A key element of
this has to be a sensible review of land, including low environmental quality Green
Belt, that might be available for development in the Wider South East. This is
considered fundamental if we want to continue to protect the quality of London, the
life of existing residents and London’s livability and character.

Conclusion on issues raised in relation to the proposed Housing Targets

Richmond’s response to the allocated housing targets as part of the draft London
Plan is one of scepticism as to whether those figures, particularly for small sites, are
realistic, and it is challenged how they have been calculated and modelled. Overall,
the figures are not appropriate for a borough like Richmond, where the existing
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infrastructure, such as in relation to education, health, transport and other facilities is
already at capacity. It also appears that the Mayor, at least to date, has not set out
how he will support boroughs to deliver the necessary infrastructure that is provided
to support growth at such a level. In Richmond’s instance, the Council already has to
look at protected open land and innovative planning solutions to meet the statutory
duties in relation to providing sufficient school places, such as the provision of a
primary school on top of a supermarket, and exploring opportunities for a new
secondary school in designated MOL, as there are no other available sites in the
borough. Lack of provision of adequate infrastructure facilities can be a huge barrier
to delivering housing and is likely to attract lots of criticism, scepticism and opposition
by local communities, which will undoubtedly delay the planning process.

The Mayor is challenged to allow local authorities to reflect local factors including
land constraints such as physical barriers (e.g. River Thames, railway lines etc.),
protected green and open spaces (both at regional and local level), areas at risk of
flooding, TPOs as well as home ownership rates, houses vs flatted development, the
need for additional supporting infrastructure such as education and health to support
growth, growth in local employment levels and transport planning and infrastructure.



Appendix 2 — London Borough of Richmond response to Draft HRA of draft London Plan

The EU Habitats and Wild Birds Directives aim to protect and improve Europe’s most important
habitats and species. They primarily achieve this by requiring:

* The designation and protection of a network of land and marine habitats (“European sites”);

* The protection of certain animals and plants of European importance (“European protected
species” or “EPS”) and all naturally occurring wild birds. These species are referred to collectively in
this guidance as “protected species”.

The Habitats Directive® requires competent authorities, in this case the GLA to decide whether or
not a plan or project can proceed having undertaken the following “appropriate assessment
requirements” to:

« Determine whether a plan or project may have a significant effect on a European site?

¢ If required, undertake an appropriate assessment of the plan or project

¢ Decide whether there may be an adverse effect on the integrity of the European site in light of the
appropriate assessment

European case law has ruled that the likely significant effects decision must be applied on a

precautionary basis, and a plan or project must be assumed to have a likely significant effect unless
such effects can be ruled out (as explained below).

Operations taking place far from a European site may still be capable of having a significant effect
(e.g. a project which extracts water may affect a site some distance away by altering the water table,
and emissions to air or water may impact on sites distant to the source of the emission).

Deciding whether effects are “significant”.

European case law has ruled that the question of whether an effect would be “significant” is linked
to the site’s conservation objectives. Under this test:

¢ A “significant effect” only includes effects which would undermine a European site’s conservation
objectives, for example by reducing the area or quality of protected habitat for which the site was
designated, or by the disturbance or displacement of species for which the site was designated.

¢ A plan or project with effects which do not impact on a European site’s conservation objectives
would not be considered to be “significant” for the purpose of this decision. For example, this might
be the case for low-impact temporary effects, or effects such as the loss of a small area of land
which is not an interest feature of the site and has no effect, or an insignificant effect, on the habitat
or species which are an interest feature.

! 1 Council Directive 92/43/EEC of 21 May 1992 on the conservation of natural habitats and of wild fauna and
flora. The Habitats Directive is primarily transposed in England under the Conservation of Habitats and Species
Regulations 2010 and in the offshore marine area by the Offshore Marine Conservation (Natural Habitats, &c)
Regulations 2007.

? European sites include: special areas of conservation (SACs), special protection areas (SPAs), sites of
Community importance (SCls), and candidate SACs. As a matter of Government policy, potential SPAs and
RAMSAR sites are also treated as European sites.



The AEol decision (Adverse Effect on Integrity). Following an appropriate assessment, the
competent authority must decide whether a plan or project would have an “adverse effect on the
integrity of a European site” (AEol). In making this decision, the authority must take account of the
site’s conservation objectives. The integrity of a European site means the coherence of its ecological
structure and function across its whole area, or the habitats or mixture of habitats and/or
populations of species for which the site has (or will be) designated.

For example, the following effects might give rise to an AEol depending on the specific
circumstances of the case (in all cases the potential impact would need to be sufficient to undermine
the site’s integrity):

¢ Causing harm to the ecological coherence or robustness of a site (e.g. by reducing population size
of a key species on the site to a level where it would prevent the achievement of the
conservation objectives)

¢ Substantially reducing the area of a site which supports a key species on the site, or the areas of a
particular habitat within the site

¢ Substantially changing the physical environment of a site (e.g. changing its hydrology, or the
chemical or biological characteristics of its soil), pollution risk and emissions to air or water

e Having a substantial negative effect on the wider network of European sites (e.g. by creating a
barrier between sites which hinders the movement of species between sites)

e Disrupting or preventing the restoration of part of the site if this is a conservation objective.

One European site (Richmond Park SAC) is located within the LBRUT boundary, while Wimbledon
Common SAC lies just less than 500m from the east of the borough. There is one further European
site within 5km, South West London Waterbodies SPA. Richmond Park is 846.27 ha. It is Designated
Special Area of Conservation (SAC) and also is a SSI impact risk zone (to assess planning applications
for likely impacts on SSSIs/SACs/SPAs & Ramsar sites). Thames Basin Heaths SPA lies approximately
11km from the LBRuUT at the closest point.

Features of Richmond Park — European Site

General site character of Richmond Park SAC

Inland water bodies (Standing water, Running water) (1.5%)
Bogs, Marshes, Water fringed vegetation, Fens (0.5%)
Heath, Scrub, Maquis and Garrigue, Phygrana (25%)

Dry grassland, Steppes (18%)

Humid grassland, Mesophile grassland (5%)

Improved grassland (20%)

Broad-leaved deciduous woodland (25%)

Mixed woodland (5%)

Natura 2000 standard data form for this site as submitted to Europe (PDF, < 100kb).

Interactive map from MAGIC (Multi-Agency Geographic Information for the Countryside).

Richmond Park has a large number of ancient trees with decaying timber. It is at the heart of the
south London centre of distribution for stag beetle Lucanus cervus, and is a site of national
importance for the conservation of the fauna of invertebrates associated with the decaying timber
of ancient trees. Lucanus cervus is the UK’s largest terrestrial beetle, and amongst the most



spectacular, reaching 7 cm in length. Larvae develop in decaying tree stumps and fallen timber of
broad-leaved trees in contact with the ground, especially of apple Malus spp., elm Ulmus spp.,

lime Tilia spp., beech Fagus sylvatica and oak Quercus spp. Such timber is an essential feature for
conservation of structure and function of the habitat for this species. Development takes around 3-4
years. Adults are active on warm evenings, but probably only the males fly regularly and come
readily to lights. Adults have been recorded from May to September or even October, though they
are most abundant in early summer.

Potential impacts and activities arising from implementation of the London Plan that could
adversely affect European Sites (aka Natura 2000 sites)

Broad categories and examples of potential Examples of activities responsible for impacts
impacts on European sites

Physical loss Development (e.g. housing, employment,

e Removal (including offsite effects, e.g. foraging | infrastructure, tourism)

habitat) Structural alterations to buildings (bat roosts)
e Smothering Afforestation

e Habitat degredation Tipping

Cessation of or inappropriate management for
nature conservation

Physical damage Flood defences
e Direct mortality Dredging
e Sedimentation / silting Recreation (e.g. motor cycling, cycling, walking,
e Prevention of natural processes horse riding, water sports, caving)
e Habitat degradation Development (e.g. infrastructure, tourism,
e Erosion adjacent housing etc.)
e Trampling Vandalism
Arson

e Fragmentation
e Severance / barrier effect
e Edge effects

Cessation of or inappropriate management for
nature conservation

e Fire

Non-physical disturbance Development (e.g. housing, industrial)

¢ Noise Recreation (e.g. dog walking, water sports)
e Vibration Industrial activity

e Visual presence Vehicular traffic

e Human presence Artificial lighting (e.g. street lighting)

e Light pollution

Water table/availability Water abstraction

e Drying Drainage interception (e.g. reservoir, dam,
e Flooding / stormwater infrastructure and other development)

e Water level and stability Increased discharge (e.g. drainage, runoff)
e Water flow (e.g. reduction in velocity of surface

water

e Barrier effect (on migratory species)

Toxic contamination Qil / chemical spills

e Water pollution Tipping

¢ Soil contamination Vehicular traffic

e Air pollution Industrial waste / emissions




Non-toxic contamination Sewage discharge

o Nutrient enrichment (e.g. of soils and water) Water abstraction
e Algal blooms Industrial activity
e Changes in salinity Flood defences

e Changes in thermal regime Construction

e Changes in turbidity
e Air pollution (dust)

Biological disturbance Development (e.g. housing areas with domestic
e Direct mortality and public gardens)

e Out-competition by non-native species Predation by domestic pets

e Selective extraction of species Introduction of non-native species (e.g. from

e Introduction of disease gardens)

e Rapid population fluctuations Fishing

e Natural succession Hunting

Changes in management practices (e.g. grazing
regimes, access controls, cutting/clearing)

Attributes of the European sites near LB Richmond- This information has been used in the
assessment of how the potential impacts of the Draft London Plan may affect the integrity of each
site.

Richmond Park SAC — designated for the presence of the stag beetle. This site is located within the
eastern part of the LBRuT. The fact that this site is surrounded by urban development means that it
is vulnerable to high levels of recreation pressure. See further notes below.

Wimbledon Common SAC — designated for the presence of two Annex 1 habitats, Northern Atlantic
wet heaths and European dry heaths, as well as the stag beetle. This site is located just outside the
eastern border of LBRuUT in very close proximity to Richmond Park. Again, the fact that this site is

surrounded by urban development means that it is vulnerable to high levels of recreation pressure.

South West London Waterbodies SPA — designated for two bird species which the site regularly
supports over winter — Anas clypeata (the northern shoveler) and Anas strepera (the gadwall). The
site is fragmented, with fragments being located adjacent to the south west of the LBRuT. The
qualifying features of this site are vulnerable to disturbance from recreation and there is also an
issue surrounding the potential future decommissioning of reservoirs once they are no longer
required for the purposes of water supply, as well as the potential impacts of maintenance works.

Mitigation provided by the London Plan

Some of the potential effects identified could be mitigated through the implementation of policies
within the London Plan itself. These include policies relating to the provision of improved sustainable
transport links which could help to mitigate potential increases in air pollution associated with
increased vehicle traffic, and the provision of green infrastructure within new developments which
may help to relieve increases in visitor pressure at European sites. There are also policies with the
specific purpose of protecting the environment which may also provide some mitigation of effects,
which may help to encourage sustainable transport and reduce air pollution.




HRA implications

The London Plan policy H1 (Increasing housing supply ) may result in increased urbanisation and
demand for recreational greenspace, and on the basis of the precautionary principle we believe has
the potential to impact adversely on the integrity of the Richmond Park SAC. We are concerned
about the plans for significant housing growth, some 811 new homes p.a., or 634 annualised average
completions which will come from small sites, intensification, densification and windfall sites.
Incremental intensification is likely to reduce the amount of gardens and natural habitats such as
woodlands. The plan does not identify any specific housing allocations but the quantum of growth
has the potential for likely significant effects upon Richmond Park SAC.

The stag beetle is a qualifying feature of both Wimbledon Common and Richmond Park SAC and may
travel outside of the SAC boundary, although it is unlikely that they will travel far outside of the SAC
(it is generally only the male stag beetle that flies during the summer months, and the female beetle
rarely flies). The preferred habitat for stag beetles is old, established woodland, and the larvae feed
on rotting tree matter. As the beetle larvae take years to develop, they have been vulnerable to tree
clearance and the 'tidying up' of wood in parks and especially gardens. The Royal Parks'
management plans for Richmond Park include the retention of suitable dead wood to help
encourage stag beetles to settle. Research suggests that 2km may be an appropriate buffer inside
which sites could be functionally connected, as this is the distance that males travel to females
during the breeding season.

The primary habitat for stag beetle sightings is suburban gardens and the most obvious problem for
the beetles is a significant loss of habitat. London's surviving open spaces have sadly been
developed, including many types of woodland. Development will continue to reduce stag beetle
habitats and amounts of dead or rotting wood, which is the stag beetle's food source, will have been
tidied away.

Changes in weather patterns also have an impact on stag beetles. Recent long dry summers seem to
have resulted in more predators digging up and eating eggs or larvae such as domestic cats, foxes,
magpies and crows, and others may also have an adverse impact at the most vulnerable stage in the
beetle's life cycle, when adults are seeking to mate and lay eggs. Though this is largely natural
predation, it has been suggested that the rise in the numbers of magpies and carrion crows mostly
due to human food provision in the last decade, may be having a significant impact on Stag Beetle
populations.

Humans are, unfortunately, a direct threat to the stag beetle. Adult beetles are attracted to the
warm surfaces of tarmac and pavements, making them particularly vulnerable to being crushed by
traffic or feet. Stag beetles have a fearsome appearance and sometimes people kill them because
they look 'dangerous'.

Using a precautionary approach, we have assumed that the effects of noise, vibration and light are
most likely to be significant if development takes place within 500 metres of a European site with
qualifying features. Specific employment and housing growth locations would be picked up in HRAs
carried out for a review of allocations in local plans. Physical loss of or damage to habitats within
the European sites and their offsite habitats, could therefore be screened out of further assessment
for those European sites.



The London Borough of Richmond upon Thames is not convinced that the proposals in the draft
London Plan will not have adverse effects upon the Richmond Park SAC, a Natura 2000 site’s
integrity. An Appropriate Assessment (AA) will be required. When carrying out the AA consideration
of the proposal alone and ‘in combination’ effects and appropriate avoidance and mitigation
measures, including monitoring that will alleviate any adverse impacts should be considerd.
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Limitations

AECOM has prepared this Report for the sole use of London Borough of Richmond-upon-Thames (“Client”) in
accordance with the Agreement under which our services were performed. No other warranty, expressed or implied, is
made as to the professional advice included in this Report or any other services provided by AECOM. This Report is
confidential and may not be disclosed by the Client nor relied upon by any other party without the prior and express written
agreement of AECOM.

The conclusions and recommendations contained in this Report are based upon information provided by others and upon
the assumption that all relevant information has been provided by those parties from whom it has been requested and that
such information is accurate. Information obtained by AECOM has not been independently verified by AECOM, unless
otherwise stated in the Report.

The methodology adopted and the sources of information used by AECOM in providing its services are outlined in this
Report. The work described in this Report was undertaken between April and August 2016 and is based on the
conditions encountered and the information available during the said period of time. The scope of this Report and the
services are accordingly factually limited by these circumstances.

Where assessments of works or costs identified in this Report are made, such assessments are based upon the
information available at the time and where appropriate are subject to further investigations or information which may
become available.

AECOM disclaim any undertaking or obligation to advise any person of any change in any matter affecting the Report,
which may come or be brought to AECOM’s attention after the date of the Report.

Certain statements made in the Report that are not historical facts may constitute estimates, projections or other forward-
looking statements and even though they are based on reasonable assumptions as of the date of the Report, such
forward-looking statements by their nature involve risks and uncertainties that could cause actual results to differ
materially from the results predicted. AECOM specifically does not guarantee or warrant any estimate or projections
contained in this Report.

Unless otherwise stated in this Report, the assessments made assume that the sites and facilities will continue to be used
for their current purpose without significant changes.

Where field investigations are carried out, these have been restricted to a level of detail required to meet the stated
objectives of the services. The results of any measurements taken may vary spatially or with time and further confirmatory
measurements should be made after any significant delay in issuing this Report.

Copyright

© This Report is the copyright of AECOM. Any unauthorised reproduction or usage by any person other than the
addressee is strictly prohibited.

LBRuT Parking Standards Technical Note August 2016
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1 Executive Summary

AECOM has been commissioned by the London Borough of Richmond-upon-Thames (LB Richmond-upon-Thames) to
provide transport planning support in order to develop a robust and up-to-date evidence base to assist with the Borough’s
review of their parking standards and Local Plan. The Council has taken the opportunity to review the parking standards
with a particular focus on the residential standards which are set out within the Development Management Plan. The car
parking standards set the parameters for the maximum levels of car parking which should typically be provided in support
of new developments with the aim of minimising the impact of car based travel. There is however also a need for the
standards to be flexible where appropriate and contribute towards a safe road network without exacerbating existing on-
street parking pressures.

LB Richmond-upon-Thames is an Outer London borough which experiences high levels of on-street parking stress in
certain areas (as demonstrated by recent surveys) and has above average car ownership levels for Outer London. The
study examines the existing standards in relation to various local characteristics across the borough including on-street
parking sterss, car ownership, Public Transport Accessibility Levels (PTALs), housing types and projected housing
delivery, parking restrictions and car clubs. A series of recommendations are provided to inform the review of the
residential car parking standards and the study can also assist with the preparation of further evidence and justification to
support the Local Plan review. The report has been developed in close partnership with LB Richmond-upon-Thames
planning policy and transport officers.

This study has been informed by Borough-wide and locally specific research for other Outer London boroughs whilst also
having regards to national guidance and the London Plan parking standards and supporting policies. Consideration has
been made for the need to have a well-balanced set of local parking standards which cater for all user types and are able
to be flexible to reflect local characteristics so that on-street parking pressures are not further exacerbated. The standards
also need to consider the promotion of sustainable transport by not over-providing off-street provision at new housing
developments. Although the existing parking standards are currently more generous than the London Plan standards, they
are in general conformity and reflect national policy by allowing for flexibility in the way in which the standards are applied.
Demand management measures should also be considered alongside the standards to help manage car parking across
the borough.

A review of existing conditions has identified that there are on-street parking pressures across certain parts of the borough
as a result of various factors including limited on-street and off-street parking availability, high car ownership levels,
increased parking demand over recent years (due to population increase and a greater uptake of sustainable travel
modes) and commuter parking. The borough typically has a poor level of accessibility to public transport services and car
ownership levels tend to be higher in these areas. Areas with high PTAL such as the town centre locations of Richmond
and Twickenham accommodate higher development densities. Community Parking Zones (CPZs) restrict on-street
parking availability at various times throughout the day in these areas with a view to reduce car ownership levels. Car club
membership has been on the increase in recent years which has also helped to reduce car ownership levels. Each car
club vehicle replaces approximately 22 private vehicles within the borough on average based on the information provided
by Zipcar and Enterprise car clubs.

A series of manual classified counts have been undertaken at six recently completed housing developments across the
borough to identify vehicular trip rates and compare parking levels with parking provision to understand whether sufficient
off-street parking has been provided. The results show that the number of car parking spaces provided at each site tends
to be comparable with estimated car ownership levels. Whilst four sites have provided car parking towards or at the upper
end of the maximum parking standards, one site has provided parking above the maximum standards, and another far
below the standards to reflect local characteristics. It is considered that insufficient parking may have been provided at one
of the sites which may have resulted in overspill parking. The disabled parking provision is in line with both the London
Plan and the LB Richmond-upon-Thames car parking standards across all sites. The cycle parking provision is also in
accordance with or above the minimum LB Richmond-upon-Thames cycle parking standards based on the transport
documents submitted in support of each application.

The two-way vehicular trip rates obtained from the surveys at the six sites were highest at those which were situated
outside of CPZs and comprised a higher proportion of larger dwellings, and lowest at those situated in areas with higher
PTALs comprising smaller units with lower estimated car ownership levels. No apparent relationship could be drawn
between the estimated proportion of households with access to a car and the vehicular trip rates. This is likely to be due to
the range of other influencing factors which also affect car use including car ownership, availability of sustainable transport
modes and the proximity of households to local facilities and amenities.
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Parking beat surveys have been undertaken at eight different sites across the borough including overnight surveys for all
areas and daytime surveys for the two sites situated near high street areas. The results show that overnight on-street
parking stress levels tended to be higher in areas with moderate PTAL (2-3) and situated outside of CPZs where there are
no parking restrictions in place during certain parts of the day. The areas with the lowest PTALs experienced lower levels
of overnight on-street parking stress primarily due to a wider availability of on-street and off-street parking. There was also
a higher prevalence of inappropriate parking at sites situated outside of CPZs with higher levels of overnight on-street
parking stress. This can in turn contribute to other issues such as congestion and safety implications. The majority of on-
street disabled parking bays were in use during the overnight surveys which reinforces the importance of reviewing the
disabled parking standards as part of this study. The daytime surveys revealed that other factors such as the uptake of
sustainable travel modes can also influence on-street parking stress levels as this affects the number of vehicles that are
left at home and therefore potentially parked on-street.

Following the collation of the evidence base, the study explores the potential impacts of three different residential parking
standard options on future parking conditions and other related transport characteristics across the borough. The three
options have been assessed using an integrated and objectives-led approach with the overall objective of minimising the
impact of parking and car basved travel on the operation of the road network as well as on the local environment. The
likely impacts on sustainable travel, car ownership levels, car journeys, emissions, air quality, congestion, inappropriate
parking and safety have also been considered.

The following three options have been explored:

1. LB Richmond-upon-Thames’s current parking standards, as set out in Appendix 4 of the Development
Management Plan;

2. The adopted London Plan standards (set out in the MALP) which allows a more flexible approach in areas of
PTAL 1a-1b, with limited parts in PTAL 2; and

3. A new set of standards, which provide a more flexible approach in areas of PTAL 1a-2, with limited parts in PTAL
3.

The assessment has been used as a comparative tool to identify a preferred option based upon the extent to which they
are each considered to achieve the following objectives:

1. To encourage travel by sustainable travel modes i.e. walking, cycling and public transport, to maximise the health
and well-being of the population;

2. To reduce car dependency and the associated environmental implications; and

3. To improve conditions on the local highway network.

A number of supplementary objectives have also been identified including the need to cater for all user types including
residents of wheelchair accessible units through providing sufficient disabled parking, encouraging cycling as a main mode
of travel by providing sufficient cycle parking and reducing the level of land take required by off-street parking within new
developments. These have been used to inform the recommendations of which further details have been provided
overleaf.

The assessment has been informed by the Borough’s planning and housing context and provides a qualitative
comparative assessment to allow the preferred option to be more easily identified. The assessment has also been
informed by the scoring system used to inform the Mayor’s Integrated Impact Assessment on the London Plan parking
standards. The projected future baseline conditions of the borough have been considered to reflect the delivery of housing
in different areas as well as potential changes in PTAL, travel patterns, car club membership levels and car ownership
levels.

The assessment reveals that each option is anticipated to have a mixture of positive and negative effects based on the
three key objectives. The new set of standards are expected to result in the greatest net benefits compared to the other
two options as although this will increase car dependency and environmental implications, this will significantly favour the
local highway network by reducing on-street parking pressures and improving highway safety. Option 3 (a new set of
standards) therefore forms the preferred option of this study. It is considered that the environmental impacts resulting
from this option will be limited and will be able to be mitigated these through several identified methods such as demand
management measures and applying the flexibility on a case-by-case basis. The preferred option is also considered to be
in general conformance with the London Plan standards by providing maximum standards, only allowing flexibility in
certain areas, and continuing the requirement for developers to demonstrate that their proposals would not have any
adverse highway impacts.
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Further to the residential parking standards, the study also provides a high-level assessment of the destination parking
standards for commercial developments and educational establishments within the borough in relation to the key
objectives. The London Plan allows Outer London Boroughs some flexibility in setting their destination parking standards
where there is firstly a demonstrable need and where this would secondly not have unacceptable adverse impacts on the
wider transport network and on air quality. A comparison has therefore been undertaken between the London Plan and LB
Richmond-upon-Thames destination parking standards for a selection of commercial uses to identify differences in their
requirements and the possible implications of these. The findings have then been used to inform the recommendations.

The recommendations of this study are as follows:

e To amend the existing residential car parking standards so that more flexibility is encouraged in PTALs 1a-2, with
limited parts of 3 ‘the preferred option’. This flexibility should be applied on a case-by-case basis;

e To continue to encourage parking provision towards the upper end of the maximum car parking standards;
o To retain the less generous Borough-wide destination car parking standards;

e To maintain the distinction in the residential and destination standards between areas situated within and outside
of CPZs;

e To retain the current disabled parking standards for residential and non-residential developments;

e To adopt the London Plan minimum cycle standards for residential development, as well as retail and
employment uses;

e To retain the existing cycle parking standards for education uses;
e To encourage car-free housing developments in the appropriate locations e.g. within town centres;

e To review the provision of CPZs across the borough as a key demand management measure for addressing on-
street parking pressures;

e To support the provision of car clubs and encourage the increased membership levels;

e To reduce car journeys and vehicular emissions through encouraging car sharing and requiring the provision of
Electric Vehicle Charging Points within new developments;

e To reduce off-street parking land take such as through requiring efficient parking layouts in new housing
developments; and

e To adopt the LB Lambeth parking beat survey methodology which provides an accurate representation of actual
on-street parking capacity and average parking stress of a study area.

The effects of the above recommendations including the adoption of the preferred option should be monitored in relation to
the objectives of the study including the target to improve conditions on the local highway network. A framework for
implementing, monitoring and reviewing the recommendations in relation to the objectives has been provided as part of
this study which includes details of timescales. This includes monitoring the additional parking spaces provided in support
of new developments, undertaking additional on-street parking beat surveys to monitor the worst affected locations,
considering additional demand management measures in support of the standards and monitoring conditions of the local
highway network as future housing is delivered.
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2 Introduction

2.1 Background

AECOM has been commissioned by LB Richmond-upon-Thames to develop an up-to-date evidence base to inform the
Council’s review of their current parking policies within the Local Plan including the adopted parking standards which are
currently held within Appendix 4 of the Development Management Plan. The research will be used to inform the setting of
Borough-wide local parking standards in relation to the current standards as well as those set out in the London Plan
(including the Minor Alterations to the Parking Standards).

The study has been informed by Borough-wide and locally specific research, as well as the London Plan parking
standards and the rationale that supports them. Three different residential parking standard options have been examined
to provide a justification in support of either introducing new local standards, continuing with the existing local parking
standards or adopting the London Plan standards. This has been informed by the Borough’s planning and housing context
including the current minimum annual housing target, as well as existing conditions where there are high levels of car
ownership in parts of the borough and on-street parking availability is currently constrained in certain locations.

The report has been produced in close consultation with LB Richmond-upon-Thames Officers and a series of meetings
have been held to guide the development of the study.

2.2 Approach

New development should be supported by a suitable level of parking provision/infrastructure as this forms an integral part
to vehicular travel by accommodating vehicles once destinations have been reached. Policies and measures can influence
parking patterns including by changing levels of provision or the location of parking facilities. Parking standards should
allow sufficient off-street parking to be provided without unduly contributing to on-street parking pressures but also without
deterring the use of sustainable travel modes. They should also be designed to sensitively support the management of
parking across the borough in relation to varying accessibility levels and local conditions.

Paragraph 39 of the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) places the impetus upon local authorities to set their
own parking standards with consideration to the accessibility and type of each new development, the availability of public
transport, local car ownership levels and the need to reduce the use of high emission vehicles. However, the Ministerial
Statement published on 25 March 2015 states that:

“Local Planning authorities should only impose local parking standards for residential and non-residential development
where this is clear and compelling justification that it is necessary to manage their local road network”.

The study therefore explores a variety of factors which influence parking levels across the borough to determine whether
the setting of local parking standards (as opposed to the regional London Plan standards) can be considered to be more
appropriate.

LB Richmond-upon-Thames is situated in Outer London where car ownership and dependency levels are higher than
elsewhere in London and on-street parking is well-utilised particularly in dense residential areas and locations near railway
stations for example where commuter parking is prevalent. Although the existing LB Richmond-upon-Thames parking
standards provide maximum thresholds in line with the London Plan, sufficient levels of parking should be provided to
meet parking needs without resulting in overspill parking and adversely affecting local highway conditions. This is
supported by the recent Minor Alterations to the London Plan (MALP) which seeks to provide a greater level of flexibility
than earlier versions by offering higher levels of parking provision in the less accessible areas of Outer London boroughs
to reduce pressures for on-street parking.
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The Core Strategy of the LB Richmond-upon-Thames Local Plan states the following under Paragraph 4.1.27 in relation to
the existing parking situation:

“There is considerable pressure on parking — many older properties do not have off street parking and there is not much
capacity for further on street parking in most areas. This is worsened where there is a demand for commuter parking.
Approximately 30% of the Boroughs residents are within Controlled Parking Zones.”

This study seeks to ascertain the extent of these existing pressures so that a suitable set of parking standards can be
determined without further contributing to these pressures. To this end, the standards should encourage sustainable
modes of travel and reduce the need to travel by private car to reduce congestion and pollution. Furthermore, on-street
parking demand will need to be managed through encouraging car-free developments in highly accessible areas (i.e.
PTALs 5 or 6) where appropriate, supporting the provision and use of car clubs across the borough and by advocating
higher levels of off-street parking to meet user needs in less accessible areas. Consideration to PTALs, car ownership
levels and CPZs will also need to be made.

The study focuses on the residential parking standards as guided by LB Richmond-upon-Thames as housing tends to
contribute most to on-street parking pressures within the borough. Disabled road users, electric vehicle requirements and
the cycle parking standards have also been considered.

In summary, the key purposes and objectives of this study are to:

e Examine the parking standards for LB Richmond-upon-Thames and other Outer London boroughs;
¢ Undertake parking stress surveys for a range of areas across the borough;

¢ Undertake traffic counts at recently completed residential developments in the borough to derive trip rates, identify
parking levels and changes in the parking accumulation;

¢ Consider the availability of sustainable modes of transport including PTAL;
¢ Analyse the trend in car club provision in the borough and the potential to reduce car ownership levels;
e Test and undertake modelling of impacts for three residential parking standard options at a Borough-wide level;

e Advise on destination parking standards by undertaking a high level assessment of the current LB Richmond-upon-
Thames and London Plan parking standards e.g. for commercial developments;

¢ Advise on Borough-wide cycle parking standards;
¢ Advise on disabled car parking standards;
o Advise on destination parking standards; and

¢ Present recommendations for the review of the Local Plan residential parking policy and parking standards.
2.3 Report Format

Following on from this introduction, this study is structured as follows:

¢ Section three provides a summary of the national, regional and local transport and parking policies, guidance and
standards that relate to the review of the existing parking standards;

¢ Section four provides an overview of the existing conditions across the borough such as accessibility and parking
stress levels as well as recent trends for housing completions, parking provision, on-street parking availability and
car club provision;

¢ Section five examines three residential car parking standard options at borough-wide level and selects a preferred
option based on the ability to meet several objectives including consideration of the likely impacts on future parking
conditions within the borough as well as other related transport characteristics;

e Section six provides an overview of destination car parking standards and compares the existing borough-wide
standards with the London Plan standards; and

¢ Section seven sets out the recommendations of this study to inform the review of the parking standards.
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3 Policy Review

3.1 Background

This section explores the existing transport and parking policies, guidance and standards at national, regional and local
levels to set out their current positions and provide a robust technical framework for this study. A summary of the
supporting evidence used to guide and inform parking policies and standards has been provided and comparisons have
been drawn where necessary. The review has been designed to provide a platform for this study in terms of the key
indicators and parameters which should be investigated with regards to variations in parking provision and availability
across the borough.

The national standards have been examined with reference to the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) and other
Government guidance to illustrate how the approach to setting parking standards has changed in recent years and the
associated implications this has had on parking provision. This has been juxtaposed against current London Plan policy in
the context of the Further Alterations to the London Plan (FALP) where greater flexibility has been provided for the
residential parking standards including to reflect PTALs, as well as the Minor Alternations to the London Plan (MALP)
where more flexible standards can be considered for housing in Outer London boroughs in areas with low PTALs.

The current adopted parking standards for LB Richmond-upon-Thames have been examined and compared to those
applied within other Outer London boroughs to understand any similarities and differences. Reference has again been
made to the London Plan standards to establish where the local standards vary as well as to understand the supporting
rationales. Further to the above, local consultation material provided by LB Richmond-upon-Thames has been reviewed to
understand the views of the public on the current parking situation within the borough and therefore help to focus the study
so that these issues can be duly considered.

3.2 National Guidance and Policy

The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) was published on 27th March 2012 (following the implementation of the
Localism Act 2011) and replaced all Planning Policy Statement (PPS) and Planning Policy Guidance (PPG) documents
which previously detailed the Government’s planning policies for England. The NPPF provides a framework within which
local people and councils can produce their own distinctive local and neighbourhood plans. The document aims to
strengthen local decision making and reinforce the importance of keeping plans up to date.

Section 4 of the NPPF outlines the policies which promote sustainable transport. Those policies which are considered to
be of relevance to this study are outlined below.

Paragraph 29: ‘Transport policies have an important role to play in facilitating sustainable development but also in
contributing to wider sustainability and health objectives. Smarter use of technologies can reduce the need to travel. The
transport system needs to be balanced in favour of sustainable transport modes, giving people a real choice about how
they travel. However, the Government recognises that different policies and measures will be required in different
communities and opportunities to maximise sustainable transport solutions will vary from urban to rural areas.’

Paragraph 30: ‘Encouragement should be given to solutions which support reductions in greenhouse gas emissions and
reduce congestion. In preparing Local Plans, local planning authorities should therefore support a pattern of development
which, where reasonable to do so, facilitates the use of sustainable modes of transport.’

Paragraph 35: ‘Plans should protect and exploit opportunities for the use of sustainable transport modes for the
movement of goods or people. Therefore, developments should be located and designed where practical to:

e accommodate the efficient delivery of goods and supplies
e give priority to pedestrian and cycle movements, and have access to high quality public transport facilities

e create safe and secure layouts which minimise conflicts between traffic and cyclists or pedestrians, avoiding street
clutter and where appropriate establishing home zones

e incorporate facilities for charging plug-in and other ultra-low emission vehicles

e consider the needs of people with disabilities by all modes of transport.’
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Paragraph 39: If setting local parking standards for residential and non-residential development, local planning authorities
should take into account:

o the accessibility of the development
o the type, mix and use of development
e the availability of and opportunities for public transport
o local car ownership levels
e an overall need to reduce the use of high-emission vehicles.’
Paragraph 40: Local authorities should seek to improve the quality of parking in town centres so that it is convenient, safe

and secure, including appropriate provision for motorcycles. They should set appropriate parking charges that do not
undermine the vitality of town centres. Parking enforcement should be proportionate.’

NPPF Summary

In terms of this review of the borough-wide local parking standards, it will be important to consider the
following in line with the NPPF:

e A well-balanced set of standards which permit suitable levels of parking in support of future housing
without overproviding in order to be in favour of sustainable transport modes e.g. to discourage car
use and limit congestion;

e The requirement to provide Electric Vehicle Charging Points (EVCPs) in support of parking at new
developments e.g. to reduce greenhouse gas emissions;

e The need to reflect the criteria set out within Paragraph 39 of the NPPF so that the maximum permitted
parking levels reflect local characteristics; and

o The importance to avoid contributing towards any existing on-street parking pressures, particularly
within town centres such as Richmond and Twickenham e.g. to reduce inappropriate parking and
improve highway safety.

The National Planning Practice Guidance (NPPG) is a web-based resource which was launched on 6 March 2014 by the
Department for Communities and Local Government (DCLG) which undergoes a regular review process to ensure it
remains relevant, usable and up-to-date. The NPPG includes two guidance documents which are considered to be of
particular relevance to this study. These have been explored immediately below.

‘Transport evidence bases in plan making and decision taking’ provides guidance to help local planning authorities assess
strategic transport needs to reflect and, where appropriate, mitigate these in their Local Plan. It is important for local
planning authorities to undertake an assessment of the transport implications in developing or reviewing their Local Plan.
This should be supported by a robust transport evidence base which identifies the opportunities to encourage a shift to
more sustainable transport modes where possible.

‘Travel plans, transport assessments and statements in decision-taking’ provides advice on when transport assessments
and transport statements are required and the information which they should contain. These documents should positively
contribute to encouraging sustainable travel, reducing environmental impacts, reducing the land take of off-street parking
(and therefore attractiveness of sites) and improving the quality of town centre parking. The guidance identifies that
capping parking provision through the use of maximum parking standards can result in poor quality development and
congested streets. The level of parking provided in support of future housing should not be overly restrictive or reduced
below a level that would not then meet user needs.

The above is reaffirmed by the Ministerial Policy Statement ‘Parking: Helping Local Shops and Preventing Congestion’
which was issued on the 25" March 2015 and states:

“The imposition of maximum parking standards under the last administration lead to blocked and congested streets and
pavement parking. Arbitrarily restricting new off-street parking spaces does not reduce car use, it just leads to parking
misery. It is for this reason that the government abolished national maximum parking standards in 2011. The market is
best placed to decide if additional parking spaces should be provided.”
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This therefore also takes the view that adequate parking provision should be provided in support of new housing to avoid
exacerbating existing on-street parking pressures.

NPPG Summary
This study will help to develop the transport evidence base in support of the Local Plan review by:
¢ ldentifying the existing parking situation across the borough including utilisation levels and instances
of inappropriate parking;

o Examining the current conditions in relation to various transport characteristics such as accessibility,
car ownership and parking stress;

¢ ldentifying the short, medium and long-term housing targets and the likely changes in the parking
situation based on three different residential parking standard options;

¢ ldentifying the potential cumulative impacts of existing and proposed housing on the parking situation
across the borough;

¢ Recommending standards which promote levels of parking provision in new residential development
which meet the needs of users without contributing to overspill parking and on-street parking
pressures; and

¢ Recommending a set of standards which will improve the sustainability of transport provision, promote
choice amongst different modes of transport and improve health and well-being.

In terms of destination parking standards, the Department for Transport’s (DfT) ‘Research into the Use and Effectiveness
of Maximum Parking Standards’ (2008) provided a review of existing research relating to applying maximum non-
residential car parking standards. The following key messages are considered to be of particular relevance to the
application of maximum destination parking standards within the borough.

Pros:
e Parking can be an effective demand management tool;
e There is a clear link between parking availability and car use;

e Restricting parking numbers (through maximum standards) can influence mode choice and reduce parking demand;
and

o Without implementing maximum standards, there is a risk that there will be significant negative effects on other areas
of transport policy.

Cons:
¢ Maximum standards can contribute to increased on-street parking pressures; and

¢ Rural areas with higher levels of car dependency and reduced availability of public transport require a greater level of
flexibility to meet their local needs.

3.3 Regional Policy and Residential Parking Standards

London Plan and Recent Alterations

The Mayor of London is responsible for the production of the Spatial Development Strategy for London which takes the
form of the London Plan (adopted July 2011). The London Plan sets out an integrated economic, environmental, transport
and social framework for the development of London over the next 20-25 years. The London Plan is also related to the
Mayor’'s Transport Strategy (MTS) where the policies and proposals are monitored in a co-ordinated way and are
designed to achieve six main goals and themes.

Chapter 6 of the London Plan sets out the policies which are primarily intended to support the delivery of the sixth
objective, that London should be a city where it is easy, safe and convenient for everyone to access jobs, opportunities
and facilities with an efficient and effective transport system which encourages sustainable travel. The chapter also aims
to support the integration of transport and development and sets out the car and cycle parking standards and associated
parking policy to influence transport choice and address congestion.

The London Plan sets out maximum car parking standards which provide the policy context for Borough-wide standards
and are designed to offer a degree of restraint to the level of car parking which can be provided in support of new
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developments. The London Plan has however been consolidated with alterations since its adoption to provide added
flexibility in the ways which the standards can be applied to reflect recent changes in national policy; namely the NPPF. A
summary of these alterations has been provided below.

The Further Alterations to the London Plan (FALP) was published in March 2015 and recognised the opportunity to adopt
a more flexible approach when applying car parking standards for developments in London. The FALP emphasised the
importance of considering site PTALs to distinguish between different parts of London based on the level of connectivity
from a location to the public transport network. Furthermore, the maximum residential car parking standards were
increased so that higher levels of car parking could be considered in support of new housing, where appropriate. The
minimum cycle parking standards were also updated to require significantly more cycle parking in support of new
residential developments i.e. all dwellings with two bedrooms or more would need to provide at least two spaces (rather
than just dwellings above 45sgm).

The Minor Alterations to the London Plan (MALP) was published on 14 March 2016 and sought to allow further flexibility
in setting car parking standards to reflect national policy. The MALP focused on car parking policy specifically in less
accessible parts of Outer London and promoted consideration of more generous standards for housing in areas with low
public transport accessibility to reflect a greater dependence on car travel and the need to avoid exacerbating on-street
parking pressures. The MALP was informed by the Outer London Commission’s (OLC) Fourth Report and the Mayor’s
Integrated Impact Assessment (lIA) of which further details have been provided further below.

Evidence Base - OLC Fourth Report

The OLC Fourth Report (May 2015) outlined the latest evidence on various social, economic and environmental drivers
used to inform parking standards and reviewed parking policy in parts of Outer London to address concerns that
maximum standards could lead to a ‘vicious cycle of clogged up streets’ leaving ‘motorists to run a gauntlet of congestion,
unfair fines and restrictions’. The report was informed by the views of Outer London boroughs and several measures for
taking local circumstances for new residential housing developments into consideration were put forward. Although it was
recommended that the maximum parking standards should be retained (to avoid the potential over-provision of parking
spaces), it was considered that PTALs should be used to provide added flexibility in their application. This was therefore
in line with the recent changes made as part of the FALP.

The OLC Fourth Report also identified several additional characteristics which should be considered in order to provide a
comprehensive approach when applying the maximum parking standards to new housing in Outer London boroughs. For
example, potential parking overspill from a new development should be considered particularly in areas where parking
stress levels are already high as this could result in safety implications such as by blocking the carriageway for
emergency vehicles. A flexible approach also needs to be adopted to reflect car dependency and ownership levels in
Outer London which are affected by a range of factors including household structure, type and other demographic
variables.

The OLC Fourth Report concluded that the maximum parking standards set out in the London Plan need to allow for
flexibility within each borough whilst also promoting the use of sustainable transport modes. Demand management
measures such as the provision of CPZs and car clubs should also be used to address concerns surrounding car
ownership levels and surrounding overspill where appropriate.

Evidence Base - Mayor’s Integrated Impact Assessment on the London Plan Parking Standards

The Mayor’s Integrated Impact Assessment (lIA) supported the MALP and was published by the Greater London
Authority (GLA) in April 2015. The IIA is London-wide and not borough specific and was largely based on the information
used to inform the FALP and recognised the opportunity to adopt a more flexible approach in parts of Outer London to
reflect national policy. The IIA therefore considered the positive and negative environmental, social and economic
implications of proposed changes to the maximum London Plan parking standards against a series of sustainability
objectives. This therefore provided an objectives-lead approach and allowed the potential impacts to be assessed
collectively. The following three strategic options were examined:

¢ No change (continue with the FALP);
¢ Allow/encourage more flexibility in PTALs 0-1 in Outer London; and
¢ Allow/encourage more flexibility in PTAL areas such as 0-2/3 in Outer London.

The lIA examined the various options over the short-term (first five years), medium-term (5-15 years post adoption) and
long-term (15+ years) against 16 sustainability objectives. Of these, Strategic Objective 12 ‘Accessibility and Mobility’ set
out to ‘Maximise the accessibility for all in and around London and increase the proportion of journeys made by
sustainable transport modes (particularly public transport, walking and cycling’. Reducing the reliance on private car use
and increasing travel by sustainable modes of transport therefore formed two key performance indicators.
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The IIA concluded that the second option (more flexibility in PTALs 0-1 in Outer London) formed the preferred approach
and would result in generally positive social and economic outcomes. Although there would be negative environmental
implications resulting from potential additional car journeys, the extent of the proposed changes to the standards would
only be limited to new housing within less accessible areas of Outer London. A summary of the main advantages and
disadvantages of amending the parking standards to provide more flexibility was identified as follows:

Pros:

¢ Improved viability for housing developers in low PTAL areas;

¢ Increased sense of vehicle safety i.e. when parked off-street; and

¢ More supportive of those with disabilities, with children or with a need to use a vehicle for work.

Cons:

o Additional car journeys with associated negative economic and environmental impacts; and

o Fewer people choosing to walk or cycle.

London Plan Car Parking Standards

The current maximum car parking standards are set out within Table 6.2 of the London Plan and these have been
replicated in Table 3-1 below for residential developments. It should be noted that the London Plan encourages
developments in areas of good public transport accessibility to aim for significantly less than one space per unit and
furthermore, promotes car free development in areas of high accessibility.

Table 3-1: London Plan Maximum Residential Car Parking Standards

Number of Beds

Parking Spaces

1-2 Less than 1 per unit
3 Up to 1.5 per unit
4+ Up to 2 per unit

The London Plan also includes a supplementary table which indicates the flexibility which can be applied based on
variations in housing size, density and location. This effectively illustrates that more generous standards (up to two
spaces per unit) can be applied for sites situated in less accessible areas (PTAL 1a to 1b) for new housing comprising
larger units at low densities. Table 3-2 replicates this information and the standards which are more likely to be applicable
for an Outer London borough such as LB Richmond-upon-Thames are set out towards the top left i.e. highlighted in green

and yellow.

Table 3-2: London Plan Parking for Residential Development

Location PTAL O to 1 PTAL 2to 4 PTAL 5to 6
Suburban 150-220 hr/ha Parking Provision 150-250 hr/ha Parking Provision 200-350 hr/ha Parking Provision
3.8-4.6 hr/unit | 35-55 u/ha 35-65 u/ha 45-90 u/ha
3.1-3.7 hr/unit | 40-65 u/ha Up to 2 spaces/unit 40-80 u/ha Up to 1.5 spaces/unit 55-115 u/ha Up to one space/unit
2.7-3.0 hrfunit | 50-75 u/ha 50-95 u/ha 70-130 u/ha
Urban 150-250 hr/ha Parking Provision 200-450 hr/ha Parking Provision 200-700 hr/ha Parking Provision
3.8-4.6 hr/unit | 35-65 u/ha 45-120 u/ha Up to 1.5 spaces/unit 45-185 u/ha Up to one space/unit
3.1-3.7 hr/unit | 40-80 u/ha Up to 1.5 spaces/unit 55-145 u/ha 55-225 u/ha
2.7-3.0 hr/unit 50-95 u/ha 70-170 u/ha Up to one space/unit 70-260 u/ha
Central 150-300 hr/ha Parking Provision 300-650 hr/ha Parking Provision 650-1100 hr/ha Parking Provision
3.8-4.6 hr/unit 35-80 u/ha Up to 1.5 spaces/unit 65-170 u/ha 140-290 u/ha Up to one space/unit
3.1-3.7 hr/unit | 40-100 u/ha 80-210 u/ha Up to one space/unit 175-355 u/ha
2.7-3.0 hr/unit 50-110 u/ha Up to one space/unit 100-240 u/ha 215-405 u/ha
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Policy 6.13 sets out the parking policy in support of the standards which can be summarised as follows:

¢ An appropriate balance should be struck between promoting new development and preventing excessive car parking
provision that could undermine cycling, walking and public transport use;

¢ Car-free developments should be promoted in areas of high public transport accessibility (whilst still providing for
disabled people).

¢ All developments must ensure that 1 in 5 spaces (20%) provide an active electrical charging point to encourage the
uptake of electric vehicles, with a further 1 in 5 spaces (20%) having passive provision;

e Adequate parking spaces must be provided for disabled people, preferably on-site;

The London Plan states that the maximum car parking standards should be used as the basis for those set out by London
Boroughs within their DPDs. However, as previously mentioned, Outer London boroughs should consider more generous
standards for housing in areas with low public transport accessibility (generally PTALs 0-1 as set out in the MALP) to
avoid unacceptable pressure being generated for on-street parking i.e. where there is an increased dependency on car
travel (particularly for larger dwellings). A more flexible approach may also be appropriate for limited parts of areas with
PTAL 2 where the orientation or levels of public transport increase residents’ dependence on car travel. The standards
should also consider current and projected pressures for on-street parking, the criteria set out in paragraph 39 of the
NPPF and the implications that car parking levels could have on air quality, overspill parking, congestion, safety and
amenity.

With regards to areas with good public transport accessibility, TfL state (as part of their guidance on parking design) that
residential developments should contain significantly less than one space per dwelling with only car-free developments
being permitted in the most accessible locations. Residents should also be encouraged to make use of car club bays to
reduce car ownership levels. Consideration should be made to making residents ineligible for applying for parking permits
in CPZs to avoid adverse impacts resulting from on-street parking. This approach would therefore apply to both Richmond
and Twickenham town centres which are both situated within CPZs and have PTALs of 6 and 5 respectively. Again, site
PTALs should be considered and parking provision should aim to support the London Plan objectives of promoting
sustainable travel, reducing congestion and improving air quality in less accessible areas.

A suitable level of blue badge parking should be provided in support of new housing. The provision should ideally be
provided on-site and appropriately located and designed to maximise the accessibility of each bay and minimise walking
distances to building entrances. The London Plan requires 10% of new housing to be wheelchair accessible or easily
adaptable to become wheelchair accessible if needed. The Housing SPG (November 2012) requires each wheelchair
accessible unit to have an associated blue badge parking bay. This therefore equates to a minimum of 10% of residential
units provided at a new development, even for car-free schemes. Further details of the blue badge parking requirements
which have been set at local level by a number of Outer London boroughs have been provided further on within this
chapter.

London Plan Cycle Parking Standards

The minimum cycle parking standards are set out within Table 6.3 of the London Plan (FALP) and have been re-provided
in Table 3-3 below for residential developments:

Table 3-3: London Plan Minimum Residential Cycle Parking Standards

Number of Beds Long-Stay Short-Stay
1 1 space per unit
1 space per 40 units
2+ 2 spaces per unit

All developments in all parts of London must meet these minimum cycle parking standards.
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Regional Policy Summary
The following regional policies should be considered when determining the borough-wide standards:
e The London Plan sets out maximum parking standards which provide the policy context for Borough-

wide standards;

e The London Plan has been consolidated with alterations to reflect national policy by providing added
flexibility in the ways which the standards can be applied;

e These alterations were informed by the OLC Fourth Report and the Mayor’s IlA where adopting more
flexible standards for housing in less accessible areas (PTAL 1a-1b) of Outer London formed the
preferred approach;

e Consideration should also be given to existing parking stress levels, car dependency and car
ownership levels when applying maximum parking standards; and

¢ Demand management measures including car clubs and CPZs should also be considered alongside
the parking standards to encourage mode shift and reduce car ownership levels.

3.4 London Borough of Richmond-upon-Thames - Policy and Residential Parking
Standards

Draft Local Plan

LB Richmond-upon-Thames is currently reviewing their existing adopted policies set out in the Core Strategy and
Development Management Plan to develop the draft Local Plan. The Local Plan sets out a 15 year strategic vision for the
borough, as well as the objectives, spatial strategy, planning policies and site allocations that will guide future
development. The draft transport policies include:

Facilitating Sustainable Travel Choices — the Council will work in partnership to promote safe, sustainable and accessible
transport solutions, which minimise the impacts of the development including in relation to congestion and air pollution,
and maximise opportunities including for health benefits and providing access to services, facilities and employment.

Parking Standards and Servicing - The Council will require new development to make proper provision for the
accommodation of vehicles in order to minimise the impact of car based travel including on the operation of the road
network and local environment and ensuring making the best use of land. It will achieve this by:

1. Requiring new development to provide for car, cycle, 2 wheel and, where applicable, lorry parking and electric
vehicle charging points in accordance with the standards set out in Appendix 3. Opportunities to minimise car
parking through its shared use will be encouraged.

2. Resisting the provision of front garden car parking unless it can be demonstrated that:
a. There would be no material impact on road or pedestrian safety;

b. There would be no harmful impact on the character of the area, including the streetscape or setting of
the property, in line with the policies on Local Character and Design; and

c. The existing on street demand is less than available capacity.

3. Car free housing developments may be appropriate in areas with PTAL of 5 or 6, subject to:
a. The provision of disabled parking;
b. Appropriate servicing arrangements;

c. Demonstrating that proper controls can be put in place to ensure that the proposal will not contribute to
on-street parking stress in the locality; and

d. Being supported by a Travel Plan.

4. Managing the level of publicly available car parking to support the vitality and viability of town and local centres
within the borough whilst limiting its impacts on the road network.
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Existing Local Plan - Core Strategy

The Core Strategy forms part of the existing Local Plan and sets out the strategic planning framework for the borough for
15 years from the document’s adoption in April 2009. The Core Strategy supersedes the strategic policies set out within
the Unitary Development Plan (UDP) (2005).

The LDF vision includes three inter-related themes of ‘A Sustainable Future’, ‘Protecting Local Character’ and ‘Meeting
People’s Needs'.

Core Policy CP5 Sustainable Travel states that in promoting safe, sustainable and accessible transport modes such as
walking, cycling and public transport, in association with its partners the Council will seek to:

e Require new car-free housing in Richmond and Twickenham town centres and in other areas where there is good
public transport provision;

¢ Require less accessible areas to have regard to the maximum parking standards;

e Require car share facilities and car clubs in new developments (where appropriate) and encourage the use of low
emission motor vehicles in order to reduce congestion and pollution;

¢ Discourage commuter parking particularly by giving priority to residents’ needs (through CPZs and resident permits);

e Limit any further expansion of parking in town and local centres and manage parking controls (CPZs) to help
maintain the vitality and viability of the centres, including the evening economy.

Existing Local Plan - Development Management Plan

The Development Management Plan was adopted in November 2011 and also forms part of the Local Plan. The
document includes the detailed policies which are used to guide planning decisions in the borough. The Development
Management Plan takes forward the strategic objectives of the Core Strategy including the three key themes.

Policy DM TP 8 Off-Street Parking — Retention and New Provision states that new developments, redevelopments,
conversions and extensions will have to demonstrate that an appropriate level of off-street car parking will be provided to
avoid any unacceptable impact on on-street parking or local traffic conditions.

LB Richmond-upon-Thames Car Parking Standards

The maximum car parking standards and minimum cycle parking standards are set out in Appendix 4 of the Development
Management Plan. Adequate off-street parking provision is required in all developments and there is a policy requirement
for the maximum standards to be met unless it can otherwise be demonstrated that there would be no adverse impacts on
the area in terms of street scene or on-street parking situation. Lower levels of parking provision or car-free developments
may be permissible in higher PTAL areas (5-6) such as within Richmond and Twickenham town centres, where this would
not compromise road safety or emergency access or otherwise result in unacceptable overspill onto surrounding streets.
Car share facilities and car clubs will be encouraged.

The maximum car parking standards for residential development are set out in Table 3-4 below. Charging facilities for
electric vehicles need to be provided in line with the London Plan standards.

Table 3-4: London Borough Richmond-upon-Thames Maximum Residential Car Parking Standards

Parking Spaces

Number of Beds (Borough-Wide & Within CPZs)

1-2 1 space
1 unit: 2 spaces
3 2+ units: 1.5 spaces, including 1 allocated
space + sufficient unallocated provision
4+ 2 spaces (negotiable where outside CPZ)

LB Richmond-upon-Thames applies separate car parking standards for developments situated within CPZs compared to
the remainder of the borough. The CPZ standards favour lower levels of parking provision in support of non-residential
developments to encourage the use of sustainable travel modes. The local parking standards provide more flexibility than
the London Plan standards by providing slightly higher maximum standards for 1-2 bedroom properties and allowing
negotiation for 4+ bedroom properties outside of CPZs. Occupiers of new residential developments in CPZs may not be
eligible for on-street parking permits with the exception of Blue Badge holders.
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The blue badge parking requirements are in line with the Mayor of London’s Housing SPG (March 2016) which forms part
of the London Plan. Standard 18 requires each designated wheelchair accessible dwelling to have access to a blue badge
parking bay. LB Richmond-upon-Thames requires 10% of all new housing to be built to wheelchair standards. On this
basis, it is therefore considered that the level of blue badge parking provided in support of new housing should be
equivalent to at least 10% of overall dwellings, or provided at a 1:1 ratio with wheelchair accessible units.

LB Richmond-upon-Thames Cycle Parking Standards
The minimum cycle parking standards for residential development are set out in Table 3-5.
Table 3-5: London Borough of Richmond-upon-Thames Minimum Residential Cycle Parking Standards

Number of Beds ‘ Parking Spaces

1-2 1 space
3 1 space
4 2 spaces

The minimum cycle parking standards are below those set out within the London Plan which requires a minimum of two
spaces for every 2+ bedroom property.

Examination in Public

LB Richmond-upon-Thames successfully defended their parking standards at an Examination in Public (EiP) which was
undertaken on the Development Management Plan (2011) as well as matters relating to off street parking and policy
DMTP 8. The following responses were made to the Inspector to support the parking standards which were subsequently
accepted by the GLA as being in conformity with the London Plan.

e The cycle parking standards are minimums and are considered to be similar to those in the London Plan. They have
been accepted by the GLA as meeting their objectives;

e The car parking standards are all maximums and are considered to be broadly similar to those in the London Plan
and other adjoining boroughs;

e The change in emphasis set out in the DMP is slight and reflects the worsening on-street parking situation within the
borough;

e The policy and standards are considered to support the London Plan and Core Strategy;
e The ability to set Borough-wide standards is recognised by the London Plan and is considered to be appropriate;

e The standards should generally be met and developers should demonstrate that there would not be any adverse
highway impacts as a result of a development; and

o Car-free developments are not precluded provided that the developer can show no adverse impact.

Although developers are permitted to provide lower levels of parking provision than set out by the maximum standards,
this is only considered to be acceptable for proposals which would not result in adverse impacts on amenity, road safety,
emergency access or on-street parking within the vicinity of the site. This therefore again reflects local circumstances as
set out within the MALP and the supporting evidence base.
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3.5 Outer London Parking Policy and Standards

As part of the review of the parking standards for LB Richmond-upon-Thames, it was agreed that consideration would
also be given to the standards currently being applied in a sample of other Outer London boroughs including both those
located in geographic proximity to Richmond, as well as others from further afield. The existing residential car parking
standards have therefore been explored for a selection of Outer London boroughs as agreed with LB Richmond-upon-
Thames and set out below:

¢ RB Kingston-upon-Thames;
e LB Hounslow;

¢ LB Hillingdon;

e | B Barnet;

o LB Redbridge;

e LB Waltham Forest; and,

o LB Bromley.

Kingston-upon-Thames

The Royal Borough of Kingston-upon-Thames is situated adjacent to LB Richmond-upon-Thames to the southeast and
has slightly higher car ownership levels based on the 2011 Census. Although the Borough follows the London Plan car
parking standards as set out within the Sustainable Transport SPD (May 2013), the document also states that:

"Although applicants should seek to satisfy adopted regional and local parking standards, each development proposal is
considered on a case-by-case basis to ensure the standards are suited to the local circumstances. Due to the borough’s
outer London location with large areas of low public transport accessibility, poor orbital public transport links, and poor
access to parts of Surrey via public transport, the adopted regional or local parking standards may not always be
appropriate. In some cases, where adverse impacts on the local area, such as on-street parking issues, or constraints to
economic growth, can be clearly demonstrated, increased parking provision that exceed the standards may be considered
by the Council.’

This therefore again provides a more flexible approach where an increased level of parking provision in support of new
housing may be suitable in locations where:

e A reduced level of parking in line with the adopted regional and local standards would result in increased on-street
parking pressures that would significantly and adversely affect other factors including road safety, emergency
access, traffic flows, bus movement, the amenity of local residents or street scene in the surrounding area; and

¢ Available public transport services and reasonably accessible walking and cycle links do not readily serve likely
employment and services destinations, or relevant catchment areas.

With regards to the above, a reduced level of provision (below adopted regional or local standards) will not normally be
acceptable on sites with PTALs of 1 to 3 unless it can be demonstrated this would not adversely affect the existing on-
street parking situation. For more accessible sites (PTAL 4-6), a reduced level of parking provision may be more
appropriate and car-free developments may be sought within CPZs where residents will not be able to apply for on-street
parking permits.

Disabled parking should be provided in accordance with the London Plan. Developments with reduced levels of on-site
parking (including car-free developments) should make adequate provision for disabled people with details for how this will
be monitored to prevent misuse.

Hounslow

The London Borough of Hounslow is situated adjacent to LB Richmond-upon-Thames to the north and has lower car
ownership levels based on the 2011 Census. The Borough follows the London Plan car parking standards and Policy EC2
of the Hounslow Local Plan Part 1 (2015-2030) states that the Council will secure a more sustainable local travel network
by:

e Promoting ‘car-free’ and ‘low car’ developments in locations of high public transport accessibility and locations where
there are CPZs;

e Promoting the active management of car parking and travel demand, through the implementation of CPZs and
restricting access to these zones to existing dwellings; and
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¢ Using the maximum standards outlined in the London Plan for car parking and cycle parking, plus standards for
motorcycles, coaches, parking for persons with disabilities and electric vehicle charging.

The parking standards therefore provide less flexibility than those used within both LB Richmond-upon-Thames and
Kingston-upon-Thames.

Hillingdon

The London Borough of Hillingdon is situated in west London and has the highest car ownership levels of all London
Boroughs (based on the 2011 Census). The Borough provides more generous car parking standards than those set out
within the London Plan to reflect local circumstances for both employment and residential uses. The parking standards are
set out in Appendix C of the Local Plan Part 2: Development Management Policies (October 2015) and are summarised in
Table 3-6 below.

Table 3-6: London Borough of Hillingdon Maximum Residential Car Parking Standards

Number of Beds Dwellings with Curtilage
Studio 1 space per 2 units
1-2 1.5-1 spaces per unit 2 spaces per dwelling
3+ 2 spaces per unit

All new development will also be required to provide conveniently located reserved spaces for disabled users in
accordance with the Accessible Hillingdon Supplementary Planning Document (SPD).

As previously detailed, the Hillingdon parking standards are more generous than the London Plan by permitting higher
levels of car parking provision in support of new housing where appropriate e.g. a maximum of 1.5 spaces per 1-2
bedroom unit, compared to less than one space per 1-2 bedroom unit. The standards are also more generous than the LB
Richmond-upon-Thames parking standards.

Furthermore, the Council may agree to allow further flexibility to the above requirements when the variance would not
negatively impact on-street parking provision, congestion or local amenity as demonstrated by a transport assessment or
travel plan.

Barnet

The London Borough of Barnet is situated in northwest London and has similar car ownership levels to LB Richmond-
upon-Thames based on the 2011 Census. The Borough provides more generous residential car parking standards than
those set out within the London Plan. Non-residential development should however provide parking in line with the London
Plan. The parking standards are set out in Policy DM17 of the Development Management Policies (September 2012) and
are presented in Table 3-7 below.

Table 3-7: London Borough of Barnet Maximum Residential Car Parking Standards

Number of Beds ‘ Parking Spaces

1 to less than 1 space per unit (mostly
flats)

1.5 to 1 space per unit (for terraced
houses and flats)

1

2-3

2 to 1.5 spaces per unit (for detached

4+ and semi-detached houses and flats)

An appropriate level of parking should be provided for disabled people, although no specific standards have been set.

As previously detailed, the Barnet parking standards are more generous than the London Plan e.g. a maximum of 1.5
spaces per two bedroom unit, compared to less than one space. The standards are also more generous than the LB
Richmond-upon-Thames parking standards.

Despite the more generous standards, the Council specifies under Policy DM17 that limited levels of parking provision
may be acceptable in support of new housing where there is sufficient on-street parking capacity outside of CPZs.
However, applicants will need to enter into a legal agreement to restrict future occupiers from obtaining on-street parking
permits where there is insufficient on-street parking capacity within CPZs.
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In this regard, the LBB guidance seeks to move away from the London Plan guidance on the basis that characteristics
within the borough can often be different than those experienced elsewhere in London, particularly in some more central
locations. LBB identify for example, that high PTAL scores can in some instances artificially indicate a greater level of
accessibility (i.e. to a limited number of frequent services) than may actually exist, when for example, a wider range of
services are available.

LBB therefore identify that flexibility needs to be applied to consider the accessibility of individual locations, based on:

e The level of public transport accessibility (PTAL);

e Parking stress including the level of on-street parking control;

e The population density and parking ownership of surrounding areas;

e The location (i.e. is it in a town centre);

e Ease of access by cycling and walking; and

o Other relevant highway or planning considerations, such as to whether the proposal is a conversion of an existing

use.

Redbridge

The London Borough of Redbridge is situated in northeast London and has similar car ownership levels to LB Richmond-
upon-Thames based on the 2011 Census. The Borough broadly follows the London Plan car parking standards. The
parking standards are set out in Schedule 3 of the Local Development Framework (LDF) Development Plan Document
(May 2008) and are presented in Table 3-8 below.

Table 3-8: London Borough of Redbridge Maximum Residential Car Parking Standards

Number of Beds ‘ Parking Spaces

1-2 1 to less than 1 per unit
3 1.5 to 1 space per unit
4+ 2 to 1.5 spaces per unit

Appropriate levels of disabled parking should be provided in line with the needs of the likely users at new residential
development.

The standards are marginally more flexible than the London Plan standards by permitting one space per 1-2 bedroom unit
(rather than up to one space) and also encourage parking levels towards the more generous maximum end of those set
out within the London Plan. The Council specifies under Policy T5 that where a lesser standard of parking provision is
proposed, that this will be considered based on the nature of development, the character of the area including PTAL, and
adherence to green travel planning measures.

Waltham Forest

Located within the northeast of London, the London Borough of Waltham Forest has one of the lowest levels of average
car ownership of all Outer London boroughs. The Borough provides less generous residential car parking standards
compared to those set out within the London Plan and the upper threshold varies to reflect the location of housing based
on PTALs and CPZs. Waltham Forest’s car parking standards are set out in the Development Management Policies Local
Plan Adoption Version (October 2013) as shown in Table 3-9.

Table 3-9: London Borough of Waltham Forest Maximum Residential Car Parking Standards

Number of PTAL 1-2 PTAL 34 PTAL 5-6
Beds Outside CPZ | Within CPZ o‘ét;;’e My | Outside CPZ | Within CPZ
1.2 1 0.75 0.6 0.4 0.3 0.25
3.4 1 1 1 0.75 0.75 0.5

In terms of disabled parking for residential developments, one space should be provided per wheelchair adapted unit
which should be clearly allocated and located close to the respective dwelling. A minimum of one disabled space will be
required for developments with 10 or more dwellings.
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Table 3-9 shows that standards are generally in line with the London Plan standards for 1-2 bedroom dwellings, but are
less generous for 3-4 bedroom dwellings with up to one space per dwelling compared to up to 1.5-2 spaces per dwelling.
The standards are also less generous that the LB Richmond-upon-Thames car parking standards. Further details are set
out in Policy DM16 of the Development Management Policies which states that the Council will seek to manage parking
by:

e Requiring proposals to provide parking facilities in line with the Council’s maximum parking standards, as a general
guide, the Council will encourage lower car parking provision than stated in the maximum standards;

e Encouraging car-free and car-capped developments in locations which are highly accessible by public transport and
have high levels of parking stress (and introducing CPZs where necessary); and

e Requiring developers to consider the provision of parking spaces in accordance with the following parking needs
hierarchy:

o Disabled parking needs

Car clubs

Resident parking (low emission vehicles)
Operational and servicing requirements
Local business parking

Short-term visitor parking

o O O O O O

Long-term visitor parking.

This again emphasises the need for developments to always cater for blue badge parking and that the level of car parking
proposed in support of new housing should be below the less generous local standards where possible by considering
local conditions such as car ownership and the ability to make use of nearby car clubs.

Bromley

The London Borough of Bromley is located within the southeast of London and has one of the highest car ownership
levels in London. Bromley’s current residential car parking standards are held within the Unitary Development Plan (UDP)
(2006) as shown in Table 3-10 below.

Table 3-10: London Borough of Bromley Maximum Residential Car Parking Standards

Private Affordable
Housing Type Parking Spaces
Flats 1 1 bedroom 0.5
Terraced 1.5 2 bedrooms 0.75
Housing/Flats
Detached Houses 2 3+ bedrooms 1

For private dwellings, parking standards are determined by housing type, whereas for affordable housing parking
standards are determined by number of bedrooms, with less generous standards for affordable housing. The standards for
affordable housing are also less generous compared to the London Plan standards. Developments must also provide
designated blue badge parking as per the London Plan.

In August 2015, Bromley published a paper setting out the evidence supporting the Council’s review of parking policy in
the borough for residential development.

The 2015 Draft Allocations, Further Policies and Designations Document sets out the revised parking policy, which
provides two sets of minimum residential parking standards. The first set remain as in the 2014 Draft Policies and
Designations Document and are presented as being appropriate for the majority of the borough, as set out in Table 3-11
below. Of note, the policies switch from maximum based standards (as contained within the current UDP) to minimum
based standards.
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Table 3-11: London Borough of Bromley Minimum Residential Car Parking Standards

Number of Beds ‘ Parking Spaces
1-2 1 space
3 1.5 spaces
4+ 2 spaces

The second set of standards have been developed specifically in the context of three areas of the borough where public
transport provision and local characteristics are considered by the authority to allow a lower level of minimum residential
parking to be acceptable, as summarised at Table 3-12 below.

Table 3-12: London Borough of Bromley Minimum Residential Car Parking Standards for Three ‘Parking Zones’

Number of Beds ‘ Parking Spaces
1-2 0.7 space
3 1 space
4+ 1.5 spaces

The three areas where lower standards were identified as being appropriate comprise ‘Crystal Palace, Penge and
Beckenham Town Centre’, ‘Bromley Town Centre’ and ‘Orpington Town Centre’. The three areas were chosen based on
their accessibility to radial and orbital transport links, partly based on their PTAL levels as well as car ownership, CPZs
and parking pressures.

Through the application of these minimum parking standards, the borough consider that a greater amount of flexibility can
be provided in terms of residential car parking standards compared to the maximum standards set out in the London Plan.
The Council specifies that the accessibility, type, mix and use of any new development along with availability and
opportunity for public transport will be considered when determining appropriate levels of residential vehicle parking and
acknowledges the need for a flexible approach to ensure that parking provision at new developments is sufficient.

The majority of the borough outside of the three zones is in PTALs 0-2 which the Council under the MALP would be
permitted to provide higher levels of car parking. This tailored approach to parking to meet the needs of the borough
therefore is in general compliance with the London Plan whilst remaining locally appropriate.
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3.6 Summary of Outer London Parking Standards

A summary of the findings of the above review of parking standards applied in Outer London boroughs has been set out in
Table 3.13. The boroughs have been listed in descending order from those which provide the most generous and flexible
standards, to those which provide more restrictive maximum parking standards. Average car ownership levels have been
taken from the 2011 Census database (Car or Van availability).

Table 3-13: Summary of Outer London Borough Residential Car Parking Standards

Average

Comparison with
LB Richmond-
upon-Thames

Car Comparison with
Borough Location London Plan

. Summary
Ownership (Generosity)

(cars/dwell) (Generosity)
Permits higher levels of
Hillingdon West parking and further flexibility
where necessary based on
local characteristics
Proposed minimum standards
Bromley Southeast ﬁ a permit higher level of flexibility
Permits higher level of
Barnet Northwest 1.06 O parking, although lower levels
in CPZs
Richmond- Permits higher levels of
upon- Southwest 1.06 - parking in less accessible
Thames locations
. Encourages parking towards
Redbridge Northeast 1.07 h
the maximum levels
Applies a flexible approach in
Kingston- Southwest 111 less accessible areas or
upon-Thames | (adjacent) ’ locations with higher parking
stress
Southwest
Hounslow (adjacent) E> ’ Follows the London Plan
Waltham Encourages lower levels of
Northeast provision below the London
Forest
Plan standards

The above indicates that the majority of the examined Outer London boroughs (including LB Richmond-upon-Thames)
provide more generous and flexible residential parking standards than those set out within the London Plan. This allows
for local circumstances to be considered particularly with regards to less accessible areas with higher average car
ownership levels and PTAL. The table also demonstrates that the current LB Richmond-upon-Thames standards are
representative of a typical Outer London borough and are again in general conformity with the London Plan.

Table 3-13 also demonstrates that there appears to be a trend between average car ownership levels and the generosity
of the maximum residential parking standards which have been adopted by Outer London boroughs. This is likely to be a
combination of the following two factors:

o Higher car ownership levels resulting in the need to derive and apply more generous standards; and

e More generous standards resulting in higher car ownership levels (in line with TfL’s research).

Any recommendations on the existing residential car parking standards within LB Richmond-upon-Thames will therefore
need to consider differences in car ownership levels and existing parking pressures (particularly on-street) across the
borough with reference to the accessibility of these areas and other characteristics such as CPZs.
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3.7 Local Consultation Responses

LB Richmond-upon-Thames conducted a scoping consultation on their Local Plan Review on 23" February 2016. This
section summarises a variety of consultation responses which have been received to understand stakeholder views
including those of local residents on the existing parking situation across the borough.

Local Plan Consultation Responses

A total of 80 responses were received and a summary of those relating to car or cycle parking across the borough has
been provided below to further understand the views of the public on current parking conditions, with a supporting
commentary provided in italics.

e Three comments related to parking provision for the Twickenham RFU and the need to provide suitable parking
provision for all (including disabled users and cyclists) on event days. This therefore reflects the importance of
considering and catering for all user types at key attractions, as well as major employment uses which attract trips;

e Two comments supported off-street parking provision (including garages) and the need to avoid exacerbating
existing on-street parking issues. This relates directly to the parking standards such as the need for either car-free
developments (with on-street permit ineligibility) or otherwise sufficient off-street parking provision in support of new
developments in areas where existing on-street pressures exist including within CPZs;

e Four comments sought a modal shift towards cycling and other sustainable modes across the borough and two of
these suggested that the minimum cycle parking standards should be increased. This highlights the view that more
people can be encouraged to cycle through the provision of sufficient and secure cycle parking facilities which can
be facilitated through the cycle parking standards;

e Two comments were against the removal of verges and grassed areas for the purposes of widening the carriageway
and providing additional on-street parking. This again indicates that off-street parking provision is seen more
favourably and that the on-street parking should not be provided to the detriment of attractiveness and amenity of the
streetscape;

¢ One comment was against the provision of off-street parking on new development forecourts as this was perceived
to detract from the quality of the surrounding environment. This comment therefore relates to the quality of the
streetscape and to promoting a less car-dominated environment;

e The Environment Agency (EA) stated that either physical measures or greater enforcement measures should be
introduced to prevent vehicles parking illegally along the riverfront in flood risk areas. This highlights the importance
of enforcing any parking restrictions to deter drivers from parking their vehicles inappropriately and includes CPZs
where these vehicles could then result in safety issues; and

¢ One comment requested that major developments (including their associated parking areas and accesses) should be
resisted in certain areas to sustain the character of these areas. This supports the view that increased levels of
parking provision and vehicular activity as a result of new developments can detract from the local environment.

In summary, the responses are generally in favour of off-street parking provision and the need to reduce on-street parking
pressures. The function that sustainable transport modes can have to reduce car ownership levels and the associated
negative impacts that parked vehicles can have on the environment was also seen as important. Other key considerations
include providing suitable levels of cycle parking in support of new housing and enforcing the restrictions within CPZs to
increase parking availability by reducing the incentive to parking inappropriately or without a valid permit or pay & display
ticket. The comments are available to view on LB Richmond-upon-Thames website which is as follows:
http://www.richmond.gov.uk/home/services/planning/planning_policy/local plan/local plan review/local plan scoping co
nsultation.htm.

Village Plan Consultation Responses

The following provides a summary of the consultation responses which have been received from various Village Plan
events and relate to planning policy matters. Information has been provided for eight areas within LB Richmond-upon-
Thames as follows:

¢ Whitton and Heathfield;

e St Margarets;

¢ Richmond and Richmond Hill Village;
o Mortlake Village;

o Kew Village;

o East Twickenham Village;

LBRuT Parking Standards Technical Note August 2016



AECOM Research to Support Borough-Wide Local Parking Standards Page 3-22

e East Sheen Village; and

o Barnes Village.

The views of local residents have been separated out by various topics and include those which are considered to be most
pertinent to this study. Please note that respondents were allowed to raise any comments and weren’t specifically asked
about parking issues. These details are provided within Table 3-14 below.

Table 3-14: Village Plan Consultation Responses

Off-Street Parking — In Favour 24 41%

Off-Street Parking — Against 15 26%

Cycling Promotion 7 12%

Promotion of Sustainable Transport

Modes through Parking Standards and 5 9%

Policies

Narrow Road Widths 4 7%

Parking Restrictions e.g. CPZs 3 5%
Total 58 100%

The summary shows that the majority of comments (67%) received on parking across the borough related to off-street
parking provision. A total of 24 of the 39 responses (61%) on this topic were in favour of off-street parking including on
driveways or within garages to lessen the impact of on-street parking, reduce road safety hazards and to reduce
congestion. The remaining 15 responses (39%) were against off-street parking as it can lead to cars parking on or
overhanging footways as well as detracting from the attractiveness of the local environment, as well as potentially
increasing car ownership levels.

A total of seven responses (12%) related to promoting cycling include through providing sheltered parking, encouraging
cycling as a recreational activity (along off-street routes) and providing cycle parking in prominent locations within retail
areas.

The responses show that local residents in general are in favour of the overarching aim of promoting sustainable travel
and reducing car ownership levels through the application of appropriate parking standards and policies. For example, five
responses (9%) indicated that sustainable travel should either be promoted by improving footways and cycle facilities or
by reducing car parking levels to reduce car ownership within the borough.

A total of four responses (7%) related to issues associated with insufficient road widths. This included the benefits of
removing on-street car parking along narrow streets as well as identifying congestion issues which arise due to narrow
road widths.

Three responses (5%) related to issues associated with parking restrictions including CPZs and single yellow line
restrictions. For example, CPZs were seen as reducing on-street availability for residents by causing overspill parking to
other non-restricted areas. There was also a perception that single yellow line parking restrictions constrain on-street
parking availability.

2006 New Homes Survey

The New Housing Survey was carried in April 2006 to gain an understanding of the housing market, review the policies on
housing standards, and consider the implications of new development for travel and for school places. A total of 1,341
questionnaires were sent out to residents of new housing and a response rate of 30.5% was obtained.

The majority of parking comments within the New Homes Survey related to CPZs as well as the perceived lack of parking
provision where 65.3% of respondents stated that they do not have access to on-street or off-street parking spaces.
Parking pressures are already known to be high across the borough due to housing without off-street parking provision
and other factors such as commuter parking which has reduced the availability of on-street parking for residents.
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Local Consultation Summary

The following views have been expressed by stakeholders including local residents with regards to parking
within LB Richmond-upon-Thames:

e The importance of off-street parking for increasing parking availability and lessening the on-street
parking impact particularly along narrow streets;

e The importance of promoting sustainable travel including the benefits of encouraging cycling and
achieving modal shift through the provision of cycle parking;

¢ The potential to reduce car ownership levels through reduced car parking provision;
¢ The need to consider the quality of the streetscape and local environment;

e The need to enforce the restrictions within CPZs to reduce inappropriate or illegal parking, whilst
considering the impacts of CPZs on adjoining areas; and

e The need to consider and cater for all user types.

3.8 Local Housing Targets and Site Allocations

The London Plan sets LB Richmond-upon-Thames a target to deliver at least 315 homes per annum between 2015 and
2025. This equates to 3,150 dwellings over a ten year period. The latest version of the future Housing Land Supply for the
borough is set out in the Housing AMR (2014/15) (www.richmond.gov.uk/authority monitoring report for further
information) and identifies the provisional large residential sites (ten dwellings or above) and the approximate capacities
for delivery between 2016 and 2026. A figure identifying these sites has been provided within Appendix B. A summary
has been set out in Table 3-15 based on the upper threshold of the number of units that could be delivered at each major
site and the remainder envisaged to be delivered across minor sites where known.
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Table 3-15: LB Richmond-upon-Thames Strategic Housing Land Supply (Major and Minor Developments)

Total Housing (2016 to 2026)

Area (and wards) Minor (<10 Major (10 or
dwellings) more dwellings)

Richmond 272 932 1,204
South Richmond -4 123 119
North Richmond 137 401 538
Ham, Petersham and Richmond Riverside 61 218 279
Kew 78 190 268
Twickenham 433 847 1,280
Twickenham Riverside 216 139 355
St. Margarets & North Twickenham 39 567 606
South Twickenham 111 141 252
West Twickenham 68 0 68
Teddington and Hampton 462 467 929
Hampton North 61 0 61
Hampton 146 60 206
Fulwell and Hampton Hill 111 50 161
Teddington 126 286 412
Hampton Wick 17 7 88
East Sheen 98 380 478
East Sheen 35 10 45
Mortlake and Barnes Common 65 370 435
Barnes -2 0 -2
Whitton 94 44 138
Whitton 17 20 37
Heathfield 76 24 100
Total 1,359 2,670 4,029

Table 3-15 indicates that approximately 2,670 dwellings are due to be delivered across the borough at major sites over
the next ten years. An additional 1,359 dwellings are anticipated to be delivered across minor sites which will result in a
total of 4,029 dwellings. It is therefore expected that the London Plan target of 3,150 dwellings will be exceeded by 879
dwellings over a period of ten years i.e. equivalent to approximately 88 dwellings per year.

LBRuT Parking Standards Technical Note August 2016



AECOM Research to Support Borough-Wide Local Parking Standards Page 3-25

3.9 Summary
An overall summary of the policy review surrounding the parking standards has been provided in Table 3-16.

Table 3-16: Summary of Policy Review

I T

London Plan sets maximum standards which form the context
for Borough-wide standards

Reflects national policy by providing flexibility in the way the
The standards require provision to be balanced, standards can be applied
to:
e Meet the needs of all users
e Avoid contributing towards existing on-
street parking pressures Demand management measures should also be considered
e Are in favour of sustainable transport by alongside standards
not overproviding
e Reflect local characteristics Adequate provision required for disabled users (including at
car-free developments)

Need to consider local characteristics when applying the
standards including parking stress, PTAL and car ownership

Cycle parking to be provided in line with the minimum cycle
parking standards

Provides more generous standards than the London Plan
The standards need to be in general conformity
with the London Plan

Standards are comparable to other Outer London boroughs

Standards defended at EiP to demonstrate conformity with the

The standards vary from borough to borough to | -ondon Plan

reflect local characteristics Application of standards in future to consider anticipated
housing delivery across the borough

Local stakeholders views include:
e the need to reduce on-street parking pressures by
providing adequate off-street
e the need to consider the local environment and
streetscape
e the need to cater for all users
e importance of enforcing CPZs and parking restrictions

Boroughs with higher car ownership levels tend
to provide more generous standards

Additional considerations include the minimum cycle parking standards and encouraging residents to cycle to increase
travel by sustainable modes, reduce car use and improve health and wellbeing. The existing LB Richmond-upon-Thames
cycle standards are currently less generous than the London Plan cycle standards. The disabled car parking standards
are in line with the London Plan standards.
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4 Existing Conditions and Recent Trends

4.1 Introduction

This section examines the existing conditions across the borough in relation to the various factors which can influence
parking levels and the trends which can be drawn between these. For example, it is generally considered that car
ownership levels tend to increase as the public transport accessibility level of an area decreases and this is therefore
explored. A series of parking beat surveys have been undertaken to identify existing parking levels at different points
within the borough and understand how these relate to the changes in PTALs and car ownership levels for example. The
Pearson’s Product-Moment Correlation Coefficient (PMCC) has been used as a statistical measure where appropriate to
calculate the strength of any linear correlation between the different variables, and further details of this including the
calculations are provided within Appendix D.

4.2 London Borough of LB Richmond-upon-Thames

Introduction

The London Borough of LB Richmond-upon-Thames is an Outer London borough situated in south west London. The
borough is bounded by the London Borough of Hammersmith and Fulham to the northeast, the London Borough of
Wandsworth to the east, the Royal Borough of Kingston-upon-Thames to the south, the Borough of Elmbridge to the
southwest, the Borough of Spelthorne to the west and the London Borough of Hounslow to the northwest.

The borough covers an area of approximately 5,095 hectares and comprises a mixture of urban centres such as
Richmond town centre and large open spaces including Richmond Park. The five main town centres include Richmond,
Twickenham, Teddington, East Sheen and Whitton. The London Plan classifies Richmond as a Major Centre which is
defined as an area which comprises over 50,000sgm of retail, leisure and service floorspace. The other four areas are
defined as District Centres which are accessible by public transport, walking and cycling and typically contain 10,000-
50,000sgm of retail, leisure and service floorspace.

There are a variety of shopping, employment and leisure facilities within Richmond including cinemas and theatres. It
also attracts a large number of tourists due to its historic interests. Richmond provides one of the most sustainable
options for housing in the borough due to its high level of accessibility and established range of services. Growth of
Richmond centre to provide opportunities for leisure and tourism is encouraged, as is the expansion of retail and office
provision.

Twickenham is the largest district centre within the borough and includes a wide range of shops, offices, educational
and community facilities as well as leisure and entertainment facilities. The presence of Twickenham Rugby Football
Union (RFU) attracts visitors to the town on match days. Revitalising Twickenham centre is a key theme as set out in the
Twickenham Area Action Plan (2013). Twickenham centre is suitable for new major commercial development, and the
evidence base suggests there is an indicative need for retail uses and convenience goods floorspace.

Teddington is a small scale historic town which is situated within close proximity to Bushy Park and the River Thames
and has a range of smaller specialist non-food shops and restaurants. There are a variety of employment, leisure and
community facilities as well as residential areas within this area.

East Sheen is a linear centre which includes a large supermarket and other shopping facilities, restaurants and services.
Mortlake station is located in the vicinity of East Sheen.

Whitton is situated within the western part of the borough and provides small scale convenience and non-food shopping
stores along the High Street, as well as community and educational facilities. Whitton station is also located on the main
street. The strategy for Teddington, East Sheen and Whitton is to maintain and enhance, rather than significantly
expand, their role of providing shops, services and employment opportunities for local communities.

The characteristics of the borough vary greatly and this study has focused on differences across the 18 wards
(illustrated in Figure 4-1) to identify those areas where greater flexibility in parking standards may be required.
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Figure 4-1: Ward Map of LB Richmond-upon-Thames
Source: https://www.richmond.gov.uk/ward_map_of_the_borough

A more detailed figure showing these ward boundaries has been provided within Appendix C.
Transport and Parking

There are several principal routes which run through the borough including the A316 (Great Chertsey Road) and the
A205 (South Circular Road) which both form part of the Transport for London Road Network (TLRN).

Frequent bus services are available within the town centres and South West Trains Rail services can be accessed from
numerous stations to provide access to other areas within LB Richmond-upon-Thames as well as further afield including
central London to the northeast, and Reading to the west. Richmond station also provides access to London
Underground services (District Line) and London Overground services which run to the north and east. There are
however lower levels of access to public transport in areas further to the southwest as well as those within close
proximity to parks or the River Thames which acts as a barrier to movement.

The borough has high levels of car ownership and utilisation with fairly densely developed residential areas and narrow
streets in places. There are numerous parking pressures within the borough including in areas where residents do not
have access to off-street parking (such as older housing) and where there is increased demand associated with
commuter parking. Approximately 30% of residents live within CPZs and 76% households own a car.

Housing

LB Richmond-upon-Thames has the second highest average household income of the London Boroughs (£47,418,
Paycheck 2007 CACI) and predominantly comprises private housing. Approximately 68% of the boroughs housing is in
owner occupation whereas 15% is privately rented and 12% is rented from a housing association. Further details of
housing size, type and tenure and possible relationships with car ownership levels within LB Richmond-upon-Thames
are provided later within this chapter.
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4.3 Car Ownership Levels

TfL’s ‘Residential Parking Provision in New Developments’ (2012) identifies housing tenure and type, access to public
transport and income as being the key factors which influence car ownership levels. Car ownership is higher on average in
Outer London and there is a strong correlation with public transport accessibility i.e. the rate of car ownership in new
housing tends to increase as the PTAL of the area decreases. The availability of car parking is also a key factor as
residents are more likely to own a car where housing has greater access to off-street parking. TfL state that approximately
73% of the vehicles which are owned by residents in Outer London are parked off-street. Other factors which influence car
ownership levels include nationality, working status, access to employment/services and car club membership, as
identified by the Mayor’s Integrated Impact Assessment on the London Plan parking standards.

Details of existing car ownership levels for residents living within LB Richmond-upon-Thames have been extracted from
the 2011 Census database. An initial comparison has been undertaken between LB Richmond-upon-Thames compared
to other Outer London boroughs, Inner London boroughs and London as a whole. A graph summarising the results is
shown below in Figure 4-2.
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Figure 4-2: Average Car Ownership by London Borough

LB Richmond-upon-Thames has an average car ownership of 1.06 vehicles per dwelling which is above the Outer
London average of 1.02 vehicles per dwelling. Greenwich (0.77) and Waltham Forest (0.79) have the lowest car
ownership levels in Outer London, whereas Hillingdon (1.22) and Havering (1.21) have the highest car ownership levels.
The most comparable boroughs to LB Richmond-upon-Thames are Redbridge (1.07) to the northeast and Barnet (1.06)
to the northwest.

The information has been summarised in Table 4-1 for each of the 18 wards within the LB Richmond-upon-Thames, as
well as across the borough itself. The wards have been listed in descending order in terms of average car ownership
levels recorded by the Census in 2011 and in comparison to levels recorded by the 2001 Census.
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Table 4-1: Existing Car Ownership Levels (Total Accommodation)

Average Car Ownership
(Vehicles/Dwelling)

Hampton

Heathfield 1.21

Whitton 1.22

Hampton North 1.17

West Twickenham 1.13 1.14 +0.01
South Twickenham 1.15 1.13 -0.02
East Sheen 117 1.13 -0.04
Fulwell and Hampton Hill 1.14 1.13 -0.01
St Margarets and North Twickenham 1.14 1.10 -0.04
Teddington 1.10 1.09 -0.01
Hampton Wick 1.08 1.05 -0.03
Barnes 1.09 1.02 -0.07
Ham, Petersham and Richmond Riverside 1.01 1.01 0.00
Kew 1.07 1.01 -0.06
North Richmond 0.95 -0.03
Twickenham Riverside 0.98 -0.06
Mortlake and Barnes Common 0.97 -0.07
South Richmond 0.92 -0.04
Borough Wide 1.09 1.06 -0.03

The results in Table 4-1 show that average car ownership levels vary across LB Richmond-upon-Thames between 0.88-
1.25 vehicles per dwelling and that 13 of the 18 wards have experienced a decrease between 2001 and 2011. The
potential reasons for this decrease have been explored within the subsequent sections in comparison to other recent
trends. The car ownership levels recorded in 2011 have also been colour coded to help visualise comparisons with other
variables as these are explored, with green values 10% below the average for the borough, and red values 10% above
the average. A figure showing the variations in car ownership levels across the borough is held within Appendix E.

4.4 Public Transport Accessibility Levels

Introduction

PTALSs provide an indication of the connectivity of a location to the public transport network. The PTAL of a site or area is
based on walking times to public transport facilities as well as the service range and reliability of services including the
weekday morning peak period service frequency of all bus services accessible from stops within a 640m walk distance as
well as rail services accessible from stations within a 960m walk distance. TfL has produced a consistent mapping facility
to illustrate public transport access across London which is based on six main bands as illustrated below in Table 4-2.

Table 4-2: Summary of PTAL Bands

PTAL | Description
1a-1b Very Poor
2 Poor
3 Moderate
5 Very Good
6a-6b Excellent
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The PTALs can be used to help determine the appropriate level of parking provision which should be provided in support
of new housing. The London Plan states that car use tends to decrease as accessibility to the public transport network
increases (reflected by higher PTALs). Therefore it is considered that levels of car parking provided in support of new
housing should decrease as public transport accessibility increases to avoid over-provision. However, TfL’s guidance
states that a greater proportion of vehicles are parked on-street within higher PTAL areas of Outer London boroughs.
Therefore, a sufficient level of off-street parking still needs to be provided within more accessible areas. Higher levels of
off-street parking provision should also be considered for sites with lower PTALs to avoid the possibility of parking over-
spill onto the surrounding highway network which could exacerbate existing parking pressures.

As previously identified, the changes introduced as part of the FALP and more recently the MALP added greater flexibility
to the application of the existing parking standards including with reference to PTALs. Therefore, a flexible approach
should be considered when determining and applying maximum parking standards in Outer London boroughs to avoid
potential issues. Again, it should be noted that many factors influence parking demand such as car ownership levels and
these factors also need to be considered to ensure that the typology of each locality is better reflected. These
comparisons are drawn out towards the end of this section.

LB Richmond-upon-Thames

The most recently available PTAL map of the borough (2012) is shown below in Figure 4-3 as well as within Appendix F
in more detail. The PTAL map reflects National Rail and London Overground information as well as London Bus and
London Underground Limited (LUL) Service information from 2011.

LB Richmond
upon Thames

Public Transport
Accessibility Levels

PTALs - 2012

PTALs

» LUTLR stamars

[ |

: Tramiink Stops
5  Tramiink Stop

LUL/DLR - 201 | Base

Matianal Rad - 101 | base + Loadon

Querground
London Buses - Movember 201 |
Notes

This map despleys relative levels of
actess to the FT network. combining
walk time te the network with sanice
walt time. Results have bean
calculated for & 100m grid across
London and converted nto canteurs,

The map is designed o show
Indicative borough-wide PTAL levels,
Itis suitable for assessing
individual sitas

Eranspart far London e

Figure 4-3: PTAL Map of LB Richmond-upon-Thames
Source: http://content.tfl.gov.uk/richmond-2012-ptals.pdf

The PTAL map indicates that PTALs vary considerably across the borough between 6a (Excellent) to 1a (Very Poor).
Several residential areas within close proximity to parks or the River Thames have lower PTALs of 1a-1b (Very Poor) as
a result of fewer bus services or rail services being accessible from within the specified 640m and 960m thresholds
(respectively), whereas Richmond town centre and Twickenham town centre have PTALs ranging from 5 (Very Good) to
6a (Excellent). A more detailed figure showing the higher PTAL areas has been provided within Appendix F.

Table 4-3 provides a summary for the 18 wards across the borough in order of those which are most accessible,
according to their PTAL classifications. The average PTALs have been based on the approximate coverage of each
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band for the populated areas (further details further below) and the supporting calculations have been presented in
Appendix G.

Table 4-3: Borough-Wide PTAL
Typical PTAL Average PTAL

Ward | (Range) (Populated Areas)

South Richmond 06

North Richmond 3to5 3.3
Twickenham Riverside 3to5 3.2
South Twickenham 2t03 24
Mortlake and Barnes Common 2t03 2.3
Kew 2t03 2.3
Teddington 2t03 2.2
Barnes 2t03 2.2
Fulwell and Hampton Hill 2 2.0
St Margarets and North Twickenham 2 2.0
West Twickenham 1to2 1.9
Hampton Wick 1to2 1.6
East Sheen 1to2 1.5
Whitton 1to2 1.4
Hampton 1to2 1.3
Hampton North 1 1.2
Heathfield 1 1.1
Ham, Petersham and Richmond Riverside 1 1.1
Borough-Wide - 21

The results in Table 4-3 indicate that the borough typically has a PTAL ranging from 1-3 (approximate 90% coverage),
with an average PTAL of 2 (Poor). There are however four wards centred around Richmond and Twickenham town
centres which have much higher than average PTALs due to an increased availability of bus and rail services.

The average PTAL excludes the non-populated areas including parks (Richmond Park, Bushy Park, Hampton Court Park,
Barnes Common), areas of open space including playing fields and sports pitches (including adjacent to the River
Thames), golf clubs (Fulwell Golf Club, Royal Mid Surrey Golf Course), as well as the Royal Botanic Gardens and the
WWT London Wetland Centre.

Richmond and Twickenham (High PTAL)

Richmond town centre has the highest PTAL rating (6a) illustrating an excellent level of public transport accessibility.
Richmond London Overground station offers services towards Stratford, London Waterloo, Upminster, Reading and
Windsor and Eton Riverside. Richmond London Underground station provides access to District Line services which run
towards Upminster via central London with stopping stations at Hammersmith Underground Station, Victoria and
Embankment. Victoria and Hammersmith provide further access to the Circle and Piccadilly lines with access to the
Hammersmith and City line also available from Hammersmith Underground Station. Embankment Underground Station
provides connections to the Bakerloo, Circle and Northern lines. There are also a number of frequent bus services
provided within Richmond which run towards Wimbledon, Chiswick and Hounslow for example.

Twickenham town centre has a good to very good level of public transport accessibility. This reflects national rail services
at Twickenham station which run towards Windsor & Eton Riverside, Waterloo and Reading. There are also numerous
frequent bus services in the town centre which provide services towards Kingston, Teddington, Hounslow and Heathrow
as well as Richmond and Hammersmith.

Kew Gardens, Teddington and Barnes (Moderate PTAL)

Areas with moderate PTALs tend to have access to national rail services and bus routes but to a lesser extent than those
available within the Richmond and Twickenham town centres. A few examples have been set out below.
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Kew Gardens is served by frequent Overground and District line services at Kew Gardens station. The District line
provides services between Richmond and Upminster and Overground services run between Richmond and Stratford. The
area is also served by several frequent bus routes (65, 391 and R68) which run towards Kingston, Hampton and Ealing
Broadway as well as towards Kensington and Fulham.

Teddington is served by frequent national rail services at Teddington station which run towards Wimbledon, Twickenham,
Waterloo as well as Shepperton. The area is also served by several frequent bus routes which run towards Kingston,
Twickenham and Barnes as well as towards Heathrow Airport.

Barnes Bridge is served by frequent national rail services at Barnes Bridge station which run towards Twickenham and
Waterloo as well as Weybridge, Hounslow and Staines. There are also several bus routes in the area which run towards
Mortlake, Richmond and Hammersmith as well as Putney.

Hampton, East Sheen, Whitton, Heathfield and Ham (Low PTAL)

Areas with low PTALs tend to have limited access to national rail services and bus routes, with those in the least
accessible areas only having access to one or two bus routes.

East Sheen and Mortlake are served by national rail services at Mortlake station which run towards Shepperton, Waterloo,
Kingston, Wimbledon and Hounslow, but have a more limited provision of bus routes.

Hampton is served by national rail services at Hampton and Hampton Wick stations which run towards Waterloo and
Shepperton. There are only three bus routes which provide services towards Teddington, Kingston and Staines as well as
Hounslow.

Comparison with Car Ownership

Figure 4-4 provides a comparison between car ownership levels and access to public transport (PTAL) for LB Richmond-
upon-Thames compared with average levels for both Outer London and Inner London boroughs based on the information
contained within the OLC Fourth Report.

Car Ownership by Area and Access to Public Transport
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Figure 4-4: Car Ownership Levels by Area compared to PTAL
Figure 4-4 shows that LB Richmond-upon-Thames experiences similar trends to those experienced across Outer London

boroughs as a whole where car ownership levels decrease on average as PTAL increases. Again, car ownership levels
are higher on average within LB Richmond-upon-Thames compared to the average Outer London borough. To explore
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this relationship in more detail, the average PTAL for each of the 18 wards set out within Table 4-3 has been plotted
against the 2011 car ownership levels set out within Table 4-1. The results are shown in Figure 4-5 below.

Average Car Ownership against PTAL (by Ward)
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Figure 4-5: Average Car Ownership against PTAL (by Ward)

Figure 4-5 indicates that as the average PTAL of a ward increases, average car ownership tends to decreases. This is
supported by the Pearson’s PMCC between the 18 wards’ which indicates a strong negative correlation (r = -0.77, N =
18, p < 0.001) between these two variables. Car ownership levels therefore tend to be higher in areas with lower PTALs
within LB Richmond-upon-Thames. These findings are also reflected in Table 4-4 below.

Table 4-4: Car Ownership against PTAL

pvorago PTAL | #Waras | Averase Ca Ownerhin - | % Household with one
Moderate (3) t 3 0.91 69%
Poor (2) 7 1.05 76%
Very Poor (1) 8 1.15 78%
Borough-wide 18 1.06 75%

4.5 Availability of Sustainable Transport Modes

As part of the review of sustainable transport access within the borough, consideration has been given to a number of
actual case study examples, in addition to focusing on existing measures such as PTAL.

In this regard, it is recognised that PTALs have some limitations which may not give the full picture when distinguishing
different accessibility levels and in the context of this study, parking requirements. This is particularly the case if they are
used mechanically as the only or main factor in applying parking policy as they may not reflect the reality on the ground or
allow for the differentiation between typologies of places. PTAL does not consider quality of service or the range of the
service available; for example, it cannot differentiate between a single frequent service and several infrequent services.
The ‘real’ level of accessibility may be different therefore; as having one very frequent bus service could give an artificially
high PTAL, whereas having a number of low frequency routes could give an artificially low PTAL when in fact the opposite
might be true.

TfL acknowledge this and has noted that PTALs may be refined in the future. PTALs take a point and assess whether or
not there is a bus service (within 640m) or rail service (within 960m) within specific distances, and the frequency of those
services, which may not fully reflect variations in public transport connectivity.
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Examples of areas that have been analysed for having either a potential artificially higher or lower PTAL within the
borough have been set out in Appendix A.

4.6 Existing Mode Share and Travel Patterns
The Mayor’s Integrated Impact Assessment includes a summary of regional car driver travel patterns based on the
average mode share derived from 2011 Census Journey to Work data which has been represented as follows:

e Inner London — 14% Car Driver;
e Outer London — 38% Car Driver; and

e South East — 62% Car Driver.
The Census Journey to Work mode share of residents within LB Richmond-upon-Thames has been illustrated within
Table 4-5. This includes data for both 2001 and 2011 to identify how travel patterns have changed. A figure showing the

variations in the proportion of residents travelling as a car driver across the borough based on the 2011 Census Journey to
Work data is held in Appendix H.

Table 4-5: LB Richmond-upon-Thames Census Journey to Work Mode Shares

Census Journey to Work Mode Share

LB Richmond-
upon-Thames Mode Share Relative
Change Change*

Underground 9.4% 11.7% +2.4% +25.4%
Train 21.1% 24.1% +3.0% +14.2%
Bus 7.9% 8.3% +0.4% +5.0%
Taxi 0.3% 0.3% 0.0% -8.9%
Motorcycle 1.9% 1.8% -0.1% -5.2%
Car Driver 43.5% 35.7% -7.8% -18.0%
Car Passenger 2.2% 1.5% -0.7% -32.4%
Bicycle 4.4% 6.7% +2.3% +52.8%
Walk 8.6% 9.0% +0.4% +4.2%
Other 0.6% 0.8% +0.2% -
Total 100.0% 100.0% - -

*represents the relative increase or decrease in 2011 compared to 2001

Table 4-5 shows that between 2001 and 2011 there has been an 18% reduction in the proportion of residents commuting
to/from work as a car driver, despite average car ownership levels only falling by around 0.03 vehicles per dwelling
(approximately 3%) over this period. This is most likely attributable to the increased demand for and usage of public
transport within Richmond (as well as London) over the past 15 years, particularly by London Underground and by bus.

Whilst the above could suggest that the proportion of residents commuting as a car driver could continue to fall into the
future, the extent of future mode shift cannot be predicted with any certainty due to the vast number of influencing factors
which affect chosen travel mode. It is clear from the data however, that car use has decreased to a greater extent than car
ownership between the two census surveys. Over the longer term, this may lead to reduced car ownership levels
particularly with the use of car clubs and similar schemes. In the shorter term however, this indicates that residents are
choosing to continue to own cars but use them less.

A figure providing a comparison between the proportion of residents commuting as a car driver and average car ownership
levels for each of the 18 wards has been provided within Appendix I, along with a summary of the PMCC calculations.
This shows that residents are more likely to travel by car (at least for commuting purposes) if they own a vehicle. Although
this would appear to be contrary to the Mayor’s 1A on the London Plan parking standards which does not identify a clear
relationship between ownership levels and car use, this has been considered as part of the residential parking standard
options assessment within Chapter 5.0.

A comparison has also been undertaken between the proportion of residents commuting by public transport (which has
increased between 2001 and 2011, particularly by London Underground) and the PTAL of each of the 18 wards. These
details are again provided within Appendix | and show that modes of public transport are more likely to be utilised where
there is a greater availability of these services. It is considered that PTALs provide a useful indication of public transport
accessibility within the borough and despite the limitations with the methodology where certain areas may be assigned a
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lower level of public transport accessibility when compared to reality (see Section 4.5), should be used to help inform the
residential parking standards.

Table 4-5 also indicates that whilst the change in the cyclist mode share appears to be fairly modest (just a 2.3% increase
relative to all other modes), this actually represents a 53% increase in the proportion of residents commuting to/from work
by bicycle. This is considered to be a significant increase which can be partially explained by the demographics of the
borough and has been considered in relation to the cycle parking standards later on within this report.

4.7 Household Size, Type and Tenure

In addition to the characteristics already examined, car ownership levels are also affected by household size, type and
tenure; where there tend to be higher levels of car ownership in areas with owned houses and larger dwellings, and lower
levels in areas with rented flats and smaller dwellings. These relationships are confirmed by Table 4-6 which provides
details for LB Richmond-upon-Thames based on the 2011 Census (T0103 — Accommodation type by tenure by number of
rooms by car or van availability).

Table 4-6: Comparison of Household Size, Type and Tenure with Car Ownership Levels in LB Richmond-upon-
Thames (2011 Census)

Average Car Ownership
(Vehicles/Dwelling)

Households in Richmond

1 to 4 rooms

5 to 6 rooms

7+ rooms

Flat, Maisonette or Apartment

House or Bungalow

Tenure

Rented

Owned

A summary of the wards based on a combination of the three criteria presented above (based on the 2011 Census) has
been provided in Table 4-7 in descending order.
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Table 4-7: Household Size, Type and Tenure by Ward (2011 Census)

Research to Support Borough-Wide Local Parking Standards

Average Car

# Owned Ownership —
Dwellings Houses with vehsldwellriJng
0,
(2011) 5+ Rooms (%) (2011)
Whitton 3,814 43.2%
West Twickenham 4,280 35.9%
East Sheen 4,151 32.9% 1.13
Heathfield 3,918 32.0%
Hampton 4,108 31.8%
Fulwell and Hampton Hill 4,250 29.7% 1.13
South Twickenham 4,015 28.7% 1.13
Hampton North 4,077 25.6%
St Margarets and North Twickenham 4,576 24.8% 1.10
Ham, Petersham and Richmond Riverside 4,450 20.5% 1.01
Barnes 4,296 20.3% 1.02
Teddington 4,615 19.9% 1.08
North Richmond 4,771 17.9%
Kew 4,960 17.4%
Mortlake and Barnes Common 4,940 15.0%
Hampton Wick 4,434 14.8%
Twickenham Riverside 4,825 10.3%
South Richmond 5,168 9.6%
Borough Wide (2011) 79,648 22.2% 1.06
Borough Wide (2001) 76,146 25.5% 1.09
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The above shows that the wards which comprise higher proportions of owned houses and larger dwellings tend to have
above average car ownership levels across the borough (and vice-versa). Individual graphs comparing each of the three
variables against car ownership levels for the 18 wards are presented within Appendix J. The PMCC calculations held in
Appendix D indicate that there are strong positive linear correlations between car ownership and household type, tenure
and size (in descending order). This therefore demonstrates that the residential parking standards will need to allow
flexibility for considering different housing characteristics within new residential developments.

A comparison has been undertaken between the 2001 and 2011 Census data to understand whether the reduction in car
ownership levels over this period could be attributed to changes in housing characteristics across the borough. Table 4-8
summarises the results.

Table 4-8: Recent Trends in Household Size, Type and Tenure

Borough- . o % 5+ o Average Car Ownership

2001 76,146 61.9% 59.5% 69.3% 1.09
2011 79,648 60.1% 58.0% 63.6% 1.06
Difference +3,502 -1.8% -1.5% -5.7% -0.03

Table 4-8 indicates that there was a reduction in the proportion of residential dwellings comprising houses, larger
dwellings and owned households between 2001 and 2011. Based on the 2011 trends, the average car ownership
reduction of 0.03 vehicles per dwelling is in line with what would be expected based on the changes in these housing
characteristics.

This is therefore considered to be the primary factor relating to reduced car ownership in LB Richmond-upon-Thames over
this ten year period. As previously demonstrated, there has been a 20% reduction in the proportion of residents
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commuting to/from work as a car driver over the same period. This therefore suggests that there has been an increasing
trend in the proportion (and therefore number) of vehicles remaining parked at residential properties as residents commute
by other means whilst continuing to own a vehicle.

This could partially explain the increases in on-street parking pressures which have been experienced in the most
sensitive residential areas across the borough, particularly within CPZs where these parking pressures are experienced
across the day.

4.8 Community Parking Zones

There are 38 CPZs situated across the borough where on-street parking is restricted during certain periods. These are
designed to assist in the management of vehicular access, highway safety and parking conditions for the community by
reducing parking levels and associated issues. TfL’s Residential Parking Provision in New Developments: Travel in
London Research Report (2012) indicates that parking availability is considered to be more important to those living within
Outer London boroughs although residents sometimes hold the view that these restrictions are not always necessary. A
plan showing the existing CPZs within LB Richmond-upon-Thames has been provided within Appendix K. These have
been summarised in Table 4-9.

Table 4-9: CPZs within LB Richmond-upon-Thames

Main CPZ CPZ Restrictions Nearby Centres Nearby St_atlonsl
Zones Attractions
: Barnes (Local Centre) . ;
Permit, Pay & . ) ’ Barnes Bridge Station &
Barnes BICB Display, Short Stay Hammersm!th (Major Town Barnes Wetland Centre
Centre — adjacent borough)
East Sheen & Permit, Pay & s Barnes Bridge Station &
Mortlake ES/M Display, Short Stay East Sheen (District Centre) Mortlake Station
Permit, Pay & Kew Gardens Station, Kew
Kew K Display, Short Stay Kew (Local Centre) Bridge GStatlon & Kew
ardens
. Permit, Pay & . . Richmond Station & North
Richmond A/N/G/J Display Richmond (Major Town Centre) Sheen Station
East Twickenham & F/S Pav & Displa St Margarets (Local Centre), | St Margarets Station, Marble
St Margarets South y play East Twickenham (Local Centre) Hill & Orleans Gallery
C(;rr\:\’::gll(eggsm & | D/E/C/HM Permit, Pay & Twickenham (District Centre) Strawberry Hill Station &
North TV\,/ickenham Display, Short Stay Strawberry Hill
. . - Whitton Station, St Margarets|
Twickenham Event . Twickenham (District Centre), . .
Zone R Permit Whitton (District Centre) Station & TW|ckenh.am
Rugby Football Union
: Permit, Pay & . — . ,
Teddington T Display, Short Stay Teddington (District Centre) Teddington Station
: Hampton Wick (Neighbourhood
Hampton Wick X Pe”‘?'t’ Pay & Centre) & Kingston (Major Town Hampton Wick Station
Display ?
Centre — adjacent borough)

A total of 14 out of 38 CPZs (37%) operate across the day for the ten hour period between 08.30-18.30, with most of these
operating Monday to Saturday. These include Richmond Town (A1), Central Barnes (CB), Central Twickenham (D),
Hampton Court (H) and Hampton Wick (X). Four CPZs (11%) operate for eight hours between 09:00-17:00 within the
Barnes and Mortlake Common area. Eight CPZs (21%) operate for a shorter period across the day between 10.00-16.30,
including East Twickenham (F), North Kew (KC), North East Richmond (N) and St Margarets South (S). The four CPZs
(11%) of Barnes (B1), East Sheen (ES), Kew (KA) and South Kew (KB) are only in operation for a couple of hours
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between 10.00-12.00. Further details regarding the operating hours of CPZs within LB Richmond-upon-Thames are
provided in Appendix K.

The operating hours of the CPZs in the neighbouring RB Kingston-upon-Thames and LB Hounslow have been examined
for comparative purposes. The majority of CPZs in the central areas of RB Kingston-upon-Thames operate for a ten hour
period between the hours of 08.30-18.30 Monday to Saturday which is the same as those applied within 14 CPZs within
LB Richmond-upon-Thames. The CPZs within LB Hounslow operate across different hours such as between 09.30-18.00
(Mon-Fri) and 09.30-12.30 (Sat) within Hounslow town centre, between 09.30-12.30 (Mon-Sat) and 16.30-18.30 (Mon-Fri)
within Central Chiswick, 09.00-18.00 (Mon-Fri) in West Chiswick and 09.00-19.00 (Mon-Sat) in East Chiswick. This
provides a similar approach to LB Richmond-upon-Thames where the restrictions vary and tend to be more extensive in
the town centre locations.

The CPZs tend to be located to control parking in areas where the demand would otherwise be escalated as a result of
commuter parking e.g. at stations, consumer and staff parking e.g. retail and recreational parking e.g. attractions. It will
therefore be important to continue to consider the need to control and manage parking within CPZs as part of parking
policy and standards. A summary of the coverage of CPZs within each of the 18 wards within the borough has been set
out within Table 4-10. These have been compared with car ownership levels and average PTALs in descending order of
CPZ coverage. A figure comparing the CPZ boundaries with PTALs across the borough has been provided within
Appendix L.

Table 4-10: CPZ Coverage by Ward

Average Car
CPz Ownership

Average PTAL
(Populated

Coverage Vehs/Dwelling Areas)

(2011)

100% Twickenham Riverside 3.2
90% South Richmond
High 80% Barnes 2.2
70% Mortlake & Barnes Common 2.3
70% St Margarets & North Twickenham 2.0
70% Whitton 1.4
50% Kew 2.3
Moderate 40% North Richmond 3.3
40% Hampton Wick 1.05 1.6
40% South Twickenham 1.13 24
20% Teddington 1.08 2.2
Low 20% East Sheen 1.13 1.5
10% Ham, Petersham & Richmond Riverside 1.01 1.1
0% Fulwell & Hampton Hill 1.13 20
0% West Twickenham 1.14 1.9
None 0% Hampton North 1.2
0% Heathfield 1.1
0% Hampton 1.3

The results set out in Table 4-10 above indicate that average car ownership levels tend to be lower in CPZs where on-
street parking availability would be expected to be lower than areas without these restrictions in place. The CPZs have
also been implemented within the more accessible parts of the borough where there are greater opportunities to travel to
and from these areas by public transport.

4.9 Car Club Provision

There are currently more than 2,200 car club vehicles in London (including plug-in hybrids and electric vehicles) which are
used by 185,000 people (equating to over 80 members per vehicle). LB Richmond-upon-Thames has two car club
operators (Zipcar and Enterprise) which together provide a total of 77 car club vehicles across the borough. During the first
quarter of 2016, there were a total of 5,867 car club members within LB Richmond-upon-Thames which equates to around
76 members per vehicle. There has been an increasing trend of both car club membership and vehicle utilisation levels
within the borough over recent years. Figures showing the locations of existing car club bays and members across the
borough have been provided within Appendix M.
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A summary of the locations of the 77 car club vehicles has been set out in Table 4-11 and includes a comparison with the
CPZ coverage (defined in Table 4-10) and car ownership levels (defined in Table 4-1) of each area. The average
utilisation levels of the car club vehicles has also been provided based on the information provided by Zipcar and
Enterprise car clubs.

Table 4-11: Summary of Car Clubs within LB Richmond-upon-Thames

Ward(s) Cof/:epége Owr?ei'rship V-L?mtiilljs U?Xii':c?:n Q\::EI‘?;
(%) Vehicle Uses*

North / South Richmond High Low 21 22% 32
e veaae STAarets | gy s | o 2
Mortlake and Barnes Common High Low 13 23% 21
Teddington Low 6 30% 13
Kew 8 18% 10
Barnes High 5 21% 7
East Sheen Low 2 30% 4
South Twickenham 2 27% 4
Hampton Wick 3 13% 3
Fulwell & Hampton Hill / Hampton None High 2 15% 2

Total - - 77 23% 121

*calculated on the basis that a car club vehicle is used for a duration of one day

Table 4-11 above identifies that 54/77 (70%) of car club vehicles are situated in areas with high CPZ coverage where the
highest vehicle usage levels are also experienced i.e. within the town centres of Richmond and Twickenham. This
suggests that demand levels tend to be higher in locations where there are greater restrictions on car ownership. In turn,
it is considered that the greater levels of car club membership subsequently reduce car ownership in these areas. It is
estimated that approximately 1,730 car club members have sold at least one vehicle since joining a car club within LB
Richmond-upon Thames. This is equivalent to each car club vehicle replacing approximately 22 vehicles on average
since the 77 car club vehicles were provided across the borough.

To calculate the potential for car club vehicles to reduce car ownership levels, the number of vehicles anticipated to have
been sold by car club members within each area has been estimated (based on usage levels) and then compared to the
number of dwellings. It should be noted that although the calculations have been informed by a number of assumptions,
the results are considered to be robust as each member has only been assumed to have sold up to one vehicle. The
results have been presented in Table 4-12 below.
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Table 4-12: Summary of Privates Vehicles Sold and Car Ownership Reductions by Area

# Dwellings Estin_lated Number Estim'ated Car )

Ward(s) (2011) of Prlvaste Vehicles | Ownership Reductl'on

old (Average Vehs/Unit)
North / South Richmond 9,939 455 -0.05
e e STHRTGRres | ™ g o
Mortlake and Barnes Common 4,940 305 -0.06
Kew 4,960 142 -0.03
Teddington 4,615 180 -0.04
Barnes 4,296 103 -0.02
East Sheen 4,151 63 -0.01
South Twickenham 4,015 51 -0.01
Fulwell & Hampton Hill / Hampton 8,358 29 0.00
Hampton Wick 4,434 30 -0.01
Remaining Five Wards 20,539 0 0.00
Total 79,648 1,730 -0.02

Table 4-12 excludes those vehicles which have not been purchased by residents after subsequently joining a car club.
Based on the information provided by Zipcar and Enterprise car clubs, it is estimated that approximately 1,628 members
either deferred or cancelled purchasing a car in LB Richmond-upon-Thames since joining. On the assumption that 50% of
these members did not purchase a vehicle as a result of joining a car club, it is estimated that 814 fewer vehicles are
owned by residents in LB Richmond-upon-Thames as a result of the two car club operators. This equates to a further
average car ownership reduction of 0.01 vehicles per dwelling, and therefore a total average reduction of 0.03 vehicles
per dwelling.

The above demonstrates that car clubs can be effective at reducing car ownership and associated parking demand,
particularly in town centre locations and areas with CPZs. Therefore, as car club membership levels continue to grow, it is
anticipated that car ownership levels will continue to fall in the future. This is in line with the Mayor’'s aspiration for
supporting the provision and expansion of car clubs and encouraging the use of low emission vehicles.

4.10 Recently Completed Housing Developments
Background

To understand the parking situation at recently completed housing developments across the borough, a total of six
different sites have been identified (following liaison with LB Richmond-upon-Thames) and examined. Specifically this
work has established the level of car and cycle parking present at each site (including blue badge car parking bays, where
this information is available), investigated parking accumulations throughout the day and potential for consequential
overspill parking and has derived vehicular trip rates for each of the developments. Details of the six recently completed
housing developments including each accommodation schedule are presented in Table 4-13 and the locations of these
are illustrated on the figures contained within Appendix N.
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Table 4-13: Summary of Recently Completed Housing Developments and Accommodation Schedule

. Development Private Affordable
Site Ref ;
Location
St
St Margarets Margarets
A Road and North 17 0 17 10 0 10 27
Twickenham
Mortlake &
B Wa}d.ham Mews Barmnes 44 17 61 15 0 5 6
(Williams Lane) c
ommon
Parison Close North

C (Lower Richmond 0 0 0 52 0 52 52
Richmond Road)

D* Saville Road South 14 0 14 8 0 8 22
Twickenham
Fulwell &
E Elmtres Road / Hampton 13 19 32 21 5 26 58
Somerset Road Hill
Blagrove Road Hampton
F (Sandy Lane) Wick 56 0 56 38 0 38 94

*Site D is situated within a CPZ

Surveys were undertaken at each of the recently completed developments on Thursday 26" May 2016 to record two-way
vehicular movements across a 12 hour period (between 07:00 and 19:00). A parking accumulation has been derived for
sites B (Wadham Mews) and C (Parison Close) based on the number of vehicles parked at the start of the period and then
vehicles leaving and entering the sites across the day. Access to the car parks of the remaining sites was restricted and
the parking accumulation has therefore been calculated solely on the arrival and departure movements.

Car Parking Provision and Anticipated Car Ownership

Table 4-14 provides further details of the level of car parking and number of bedrooms for each of the dwellings at the
above sites so that this can be compared with the current LB Richmond-upon-Thames car parking standards as set out
within Chapter 3.

Table 4-14: Car Parking Provision at the Recently Completed Housing Developments

Total # Number of Bedrooms Maximum Car
Site Residential Parking Car Parking
Reference - (Current Borough Provided
Units
Standards)
A 27 25 2 0 28 20
B 76 56 18 2 87 68
C 52 30 22 0 63 31
D 22 22 0 0 22* 18
E 58 30 18 10 77 85
F 94 94 0 0 94 94

*Although Site D is situated within a CPZ where more flexible standards can be applied to larger dwellings (4+ bedrooms),
this does not apply in this instance given that Site D comprises solely 1-2 bedroom dwellings

The anticipated average level of car ownership of each of the above sites has been calculated based on the ward upon
which each site is situated and the accommodation schedule including tenure and dwelling size. The following
assumptions have been used to inform this methodology:

e Data has been extracted from the 2011 Census Data: CT0103 — Accommodation type by tenure by number of
rooms by car or van availability;

e Flats were separated between private and affordable, with smaller dwellings assumed to comprise 1-4 rooms and
larger dwellings 5-7 rooms; and
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e Houses were separated between private and affordable, with smaller dwellings assumed to comprise 5-7 rooms
and larger dwellings 8+ rooms.

The car ownership calculations are provided within Appendix Q. Further details of each of the sites including PTALs and
the calculated car ownership levels (as above) are set out within Table 4-15 below.

Table 4-15: Additional Characteristics of the Recently Completed Developments

Car Ownership
Site Residential Parking Spaces (Average Vehs/Unit) PTAL CcPZ

Reference Units Provided per Unit LSOA Calculated

A 27 20 0.74 1b No (although within
close proximity)
No (although within
B 76 68 0.89 la close proximity)
c 52 31 0.60 No (although wlthln
close proximity)
D 22 18 0.82 5 Yes
E 58 85 1.47 2 No
No (although within
F 94 94 1.00 2 close proximity)
Overall Average 0.92 - -

Table 4-15 indicates that the average spaces/unit at each of the above sites is comparable with the average vehicles/unit
for sites A-D. There is a greater level of parking provision at sites E (EImtree Road) and F (Blagrove Road) compared to
the anticipated car ownership levels of these sites. However, these sites are situated within a poor PTAL (2) and the level
of parking provided is therefore considered to be flexible as the estimated car ownership level may be unrepresentative of
actual levels. Whilst the average spaces/unit is lower at Site C (Parison Close), this site has a good PTAL (4) and the
estimated car ownership level may be higher than in reality. Although it could be considered that an insufficient level of
parking was provided at Site A (St Margarets Road), this site has smaller dwellings and has very low vehicular trip rates as
set out later within this section.

Based on the details provided within Tables 4-14 and 4-15, sites A, B and D have all provided car parking at
approximately 70-80% of the maximum parking standards. These sites have therefore providing parking towards the upper
end of the standards and it is considered that this could be a reflection of the very poor PTAL (1a-1b) of sites A and B.
Whilst the parking provision at Site D could be considered to be excessive particularly given that this site has a very good
PTAL (5) and is situated within a CPZ, there average spaces/unit is comparable with the anticipated car ownership at this
site.

Site F has provided parking in accordance with the maximum levels permitted under the car parking standards which
reflects the poor PTAL (2) of the surrounding area. Car parking provision at Site C falls far below the maximum levels
permitted under the standards (approximately 50%); however this site has a good PTAL (4) and the lowest anticipated car
ownership levels (0.60) when compared to the other five sites.

Although the level of car parking provided at Site E (Elmtree Road / Somerset Road) exceeds the current maximum LB
Richmond-upon-Thames car parking standards, the level of provision has been designed to address concerns raised
during the public exhibition with regards to managing overspill parking on the surrounding residential streets. Furthermore,
this site has a poor PTAL (2) and has the highest anticipated levels of car ownership (1.08) of all six sites. The level of car
parking is therefore considered to be appropriate by reflecting the need to account for local characteristics and to apply
flexibility for less accessible areas.
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Disabled Car Parking Provision

Table 4-16 below provides details of the disabled parking provision at each of the six recently completed housing
developments in comparison with the number of wheelchair accessible units.

Table 4-16: Disabled Car Parking Provision at Recently Completed Housing Developments

Site T_otal _ TotaI'Car Wheelchair Disable'd Pgirskaig;egs Disabled Car Parking_
Ref Re5|dgntlal Park.lng Acces_3|ble Car Pa!rkmg Proportion of Spaces per_WheeI(':halr
Units Provided Units Provided Total Accessible Unit

A 27 20 3 3 15.0% 1.0

B 76 68 7 7 10.3% 1.0

C 52 31 6 6 19.4% 1.0

D 22 18 Unknown 1 5.6% Unknown

E 58 85 10 10 11.8% 1.0

F 94 94 9 9 9.6% 1.0

Total 35* 35 11.9% 1.0*

*excludes Site D, due to unknown details

As a proportion of total car parking at each of the six developments, disabled parking ranges from 5.6% at Site D (Saville
Road) to 19.4% at Site C (Parison Close). The majority of other sites provide disabled car parking space at around 10-
15% of overall provision. More importantly, each site provides at least one disabled car parking bay per wheelchair
accessible unit which is in line with both the London Plan and the LB Richmond-upon-Thames car parking standards.

Parking Accumulation

It has been possible to derive a parking accumulation for sites B (Wadham Mews) and C (Parison Close) based on the
number of vehicles parked prior to the surveys and the number of vehicles entering and exiting each of the sites during the
12 hour surveyed period. These profiles have been compared with the overall number of spaces available (excluding
disabled parking bays) to ascertain whether any overspill parking has been likely to have occurred e.g. if utilisation levels
approach or exceed 100%. The disabled parking bays have been excluded from this analysis on the assumption that
these may be empty and to therefore provide a more robust evaluation of parking utilisation.
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Site B (Wadham Mews, Mortlake & Barnes Common)

The parking accumulation profile for Site B (Wadham Mews) has been presented in Figure 4-6 as a proportion of the
overall car parking capacity of standard parking bays (61 spaces) available to residents on-site.
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Figure 4-6: Car Parking Accumulation Profile — Site B (Wadham Mews)

A total of 52 parking bays were occupied prior to commencing the surveys at 07:00 which represents 85% of the overall
standard car parking bay capacity at the site i.e. excluding disabled bays. During the course of the day the utilisation of the
spaces reduced to around 55% between 10:00 and 15:00. A small increase in car park utilisation was recorded during the
lunchtime hours, with around 65% of spaces used. Towards the end of the survey, parking utilisation levels started to
increase which could reflect residents returning back home from their place of employment. Based on the data recorded
on site, and although some residents may leave prior to 07:00, the parking capacity on site appears to be comparable with
the parking demand generated by this development. It is therefore unlikely that this development currently results in
parking overspill onto the surrounding streets.

A maximum car parking demand of 52 vehicles was recorded by the surveys which equates to 85% of standard car
parking provision, or 77% of all parking provision including disabled bays. Based on the car ownership details presented
earlier (average of 0.82 vehicles/dwelling), a total of 63 vehicles would be anticipated to be owned at the site with an
overall car parking capacity of 68 bays (including disabled bays). As such, it is considered that the level of parking
provided is appropriate for the site and takes into consideration local characteristics including the poor PTAL (1a) and the
need to therefore provide a sufficient level of parking.
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Site C (Parison Close, North Richmond)

The parking accumulation profile for Site C (Parison Close) has been presented in Figure 4-7, as a proportion of the
overall car parking capacity of standard parking bays (25 spaces) available to residents on-site.
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Figure 4-7: Car Parking Accumulation Profile — Site C (Parison Close)

A total of 23 parking bays were occupied prior to commencing the surveys at 07:00 which represents 92% of the standard
car parking capacity at the site i.e. excluding disabled bays. During the course of the day the utilisation of the spaces
reduced to around 50% between 10:00 and 15:00. A small increase in car park utilisation was recorded during the
lunchtime hours where levels approached 70%. Towards the end of the survey, parking utilisation levels exceeded levels
at the start of the day which could again reflect residents returning back home from their place of employment including
those which may have departed before 07:00. Based on the data recorded on site, the parking capacity on-site appears to
be comparable with the parking demand generated by the development, although there may be potential for some
overspill parking onto the surrounding streets.

A maximum car parking demand of 24 vehicles was recorded by the surveys which equates to 96% of standard car
parking provision, or 77% of all parking provision including disabled bays. Based on the car ownership details presented
earlier (average of 0.65 vehicles/dwelling), a total of 34 vehicles would be anticipated to be owned at the site with an
overall car parking capacity of 31 bays (including disabled bays). As such, whilst it is considered that the constrained level
of on-site car parking may have helped to reduce car ownership levels at this development which comprises 1-3 bedroom
dwellings in an area with good PTAL (4), the development may have resulted in overspill parking due to the high parking
utilisation levels experienced.
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Surveyed Vehicular Trip Rates

The vehicular trip rates have been calculated for each of the six sites based on the survey results and number of
dwellings. These have been set out below in Table 4-17 for each of the hours surveyed across the day.

Table 4-17: Surveyed Vehicular Trip Rates per dwelling, by Recently Completed Development

Average*

Time Period

07:00-08:00 | 0.000 | 0.037 | 0.026 | 0.105 | 0.019 | 0.096 | 0.000 | 0.091 | 0.000 | 0.069 | 0.021 | 0.138 | 0.017 | 0.102 | 0.119
08:00-09:00 | 0.000 | 0.000 | 0.066 | 0.118 | 0.019 | 0.096 | 0.000 | 0.000 | 0.052 | 0.069 | 0.032 | 0.053 | 0.042 | 0.084 | 0.126
09:00-10:00 | 0.000 | 0.037 | 0.132 | 0.184 | 0.038 | 0.019 | 0.000 | 0.045 | 0.052 | 0.190 | 0.053 | 0.064 | 0.069 | 0.114 | 0.183
10:00-11:00 | 0.000 | 0.000 | 0.092 | 0.118 | 0.058 | 0.096 | 0.000 | 0.000 | 0.017 | 0.086 | 0.053 [ 0.064 | 0.055 | 0.091 | 0.146
11:00-12:00 | 0.037 | 0.000 | 0.079 | 0.079 | 0.058 | 0.038 | 0.045 | 0.000 | 0.103 | 0.121 | 0.064 | 0.096 | 0.076 | 0.084 | 0.160
12:00-13:00 | 0.000 | 0.000 | 0.066 | 0.053 | 0.058 | 0.038 | 0.091 | 0.045 | 0.052 | 0.052 | 0.085 [ 0.096 | 0.065 | 0.060 | 0.125
13:00-14:00 | 0.000 | 0.037 | 0.026 | 0.092 | 0.058 | 0.077 | 0.045 | 0.045 | 0.052 | 0.052 | 0.053 | 0.032 | 0.047 | 0.063 | 0.111
14:00-15:00 | 0.000 | 0.000 | 0.066 | 0.039 | 0.058 | 0.077 | 0.000 | 0.000 | 0.086 | 0.069 | 0.064 | 0.053 | 0.069 | 0.060 | 0.128
15:00-16:00 | 0.000 | 0.000 | 0.079 | 0.039 | 0.115 | 0.096 | 0.000 | 0.045 | 0.069 | 0.052 | 0.064 | 0.043 | 0.082 | 0.058 | 0.139
16:00-17:00 | 0.000 | 0.000 | 0.092 | 0.132 | 0.019 | 0.019 | 0.000 | 0.000 | 0.017 | 0.017 | 0.074 | 0.043 | 0.051 | 0.053 | 0.103
17:00-18:00 | 0.000 | 0.037 | 0.118 | 0.0563 | 0.154 | 0.038 | 0.045 | 0.000 | 0.155 | 0.052 | 0.085 [ 0.043 | 0.128 | 0.047 | 0.175
18:00-19:00 | 0.037 | 0.037 | 0.079 | 0.092 | 0.212 | 0.192 | 0.045 | 0.045 | 0.052 | 0.052 | 0.106 [ 0.064 | 0.112 | 0.100 | 0.212

Total 0.074 | 0.185 | 0.921 | 1.105 | 0.865 | 0.885 | 0.273 | 0.318 | 0.707 | 0.879 | 0.755 | 0.787 | 0.812 | 0.914 | 1.726

*excludes sites A & D which have lower and less comparable trip rates

The two-way vehicular trip rates for each site have been presented below in Figure 4-8 for the identified average weekday
AM peak period (09:00-10:00), PM peak (18:00-19:00) and the overall 12 hour period as identified within Table 4-17
above.

Two-Way Vehicular Trip Rates by Site
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Figure 4-8: Two-Way Vehicular Trip Rates by Site

The results show that Sites A (St Margarets Road) and D (Saville Road) have the lowest vehicular trip rates of all six sites.
Tables 4-14 and 4-15 demonstrate that these sites primarily comprise 1-2 bedrooms dwellings, with Site A having in
excess of 90% of these smaller units and Site D having 100% of these smaller units. Furthermore, Site A is anticipated to
have lower car ownership levels (average of 0.78 vehicles per household) and has a level of car parking equivalent to
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approximately 70% of the maximum standards. Site D also has a level of car parking equivalent to circa. 80% of the
maximum standards, and is situated in an area of very good PTAL (5).

Sites B (Wadham Mews) and C (Parison Close) have the highest average trip rates per dwelling of the six sites throughout
the course of the day. This is likely to be in part due to the higher proportion of dwellings with three or more bedroom (26%
at Site B and 42% at Site C). Both of the sites are located outside of CPZs and parking is therefore not restricted during
the day which could encourage higher car ownership levels. Site B is located in an area with very poor PTAL (1a) which
could also contribute towards higher vehicular trip rates. As previously stated, Site C has a good PTAL (4) and the level of
parking provided (circa. 50% of the maximum standards) may be considered to be insufficient which is also supported by
the parking accumulation where potential overspill parking may occur.

Table 4-18 provides a comparison of the daily two-way vehicular trip rates presented in Table 4-17 with those set out
within the respective Transport Assessment/Statement produced in support of the planning application for each site.

Table 4-18: Comparison of Daily Two-Way Vehicular Trip Rates, Calculated versus TA/TS

Daily Two-Way Vehicular Trip Rate Difference
Site Reference
Surveyed
A N/A 0.259 N/A N/A
B 3.637 2.026 -1.611 -44%
C 4.229 1.750 -2.479 -59%
D 1.535 0.591 -0.944 -61%
E 2.851 1.586 -1.265 -44%
F 2.686 1.543 -1.143 -43%

Table 4-18 shows that the surveyed vehicular trip rates are lower than those presented within the supporting Transport
Assessments/Statements for each of the five sites where this information is available. This may be the result of worst case
vehicular trip rates being adopted within the supporting transport reports, or as a result of higher generating sites within
the TRICS or TRAVL databases being selected. There are particularly high differences for Site C & D which are the two
sites with the highest PTALs. It is therefore also considered that a higher proportion of residents may be making use of
sustainable travel modes in the area than was anticipated within the supporting transport documents.

Car Ownership and Car Use

The OLC Fourth Report identifies a strong positive linear relationship between the proportion of households with access to
a car and the two-way daily vehicular trip rate based average values for each of the 32 London boroughs. The report does
however also state that there is a complex relationship between these two characteristics. The proportion of households
with access to a car at each of the above six sites has been estimated based on the anticipated car ownership levels (and
therefore number of vehicles based at each site) and on the assumption that 50% of larger households (three and four
bedroom dwellings) would own two vehicles. This has then been compared with the daily two-way vehicular trip rates set
out earlier in Figure 4-9.
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Estimated Proportion of Households with Access toa Car
against Daily Two-way Vehicular Trip Rate
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Figure 4-9: Comparison of Car Access and Daily Two-Way Vehicular Trip Rates

The above shows that there is no apparent relationship between these two characteristics based on the surveys
undertaken at the six recently completed housing developments and the subsequent analysis. This therefore confirms that
a range of other factors such as car ownership and opportunities to make use of sustainable travel modes also influence
the two-way vehicular trip rate which makes any direct comparisons with just one of these variables less clear.

Cycle Parking

The current LB Richmond-upon-Thames residential cycle parking standards state that dwellings with 1-3 bedrooms each
require a minimum of one cycle parking space, whilst dwellings with 4 or more bedrooms each require a minimum of two
cycle parking spaces. Table 4-19 provides details of the level of cycle parking provided at each site (based on the level
proposed as set out within the supporting planning application documents) compared with the minimum levels required by
the cycle parking standards.

Table 4-19: Cycle Parking Provision at Recently Completed Developments

Minimum Cycle
Parking Required

Total

Site Reference Residential 1-3 Bedroom 4+ Bedroom (Current LB Cycle Parking
. Dwellings Dwellings Richmond-upon- Provided*
Units
Thames
Standards)
A 27 27 0 27 27
B 76 76 0 76 76
C 52 52 0 52 52
D 22 22 0 22 36
E 58 48 10 68 88
F 94 94 0 94 94

*based on supporting planning application documents
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Sites A (St Margarets Road), B (Wadham Mews), C (Parison Close) and F (Blagrove Road) only comprise dwellings with
three or fewer bedrooms and, as such, only require a minimum of one cycle parking space per dwelling based on the
current LB Richmond-upon-Thames cycle parking standards. All four of these recently completed developments comply
with this standard.

Site D has provided more than the required level of cycle parking for a residential development, with 36 covered and
secure cycle parking spaces. This is equivalent to 1.64 cycle parking spaces per residential unit, and exceeds the required
level of 1.00 cycle parking spaces per unit. There are also an additional 10 cycle parking spaces for ‘visitors’, which have
been excluded from Table 4-19 given that these may be intended to support other land uses in the vicinity of the site.

Site E has also provided more cycle parking than required, with 40 cycle parking spaces provided for the apartment
element of the development (34 dwellings). The remaining 24 dwellings are houses and it was suggested within the
supporting transport reports that two cycle parking spaces would be able to be accommodated within the back gardens i.e.
within garden sheds.

SUMMARY

¢ Six recently completed housing developments have been examined in terms of car parking provision,
comparison with the standards, parking accumulation and vehicular trip rates;

e The average number of car parking spaces provided at each of the sites tends to be comparable with
the anticipated car ownership levels based on housing size, type and tenure;

e Four sites have provided parking towards or at the upper end of the maximum parking standards which
reflects PTAL and anticipated car ownership levels at these sites;

¢ One site provided parking far below the maximum standards but has a good PTAL (4) and the lowest
anticipated car ownership levels of all sites;

¢ One site provided parking above the maximum standards to reflect local characteristics;

e The disabled parking provision at each of the sites is in line with both the London Plan and the LB
Richmond-upon-Thames car parking standards;

e Based on car ownership levels and the parking accumulation at two of the sites, it is considered that a
sufficient level of car parking has been provided at Site B, whilst insufficient parking may have been
provided at Site C which could have resulted in overspill parking;

e The lowest two-way vehicular trip rates were observed at two of the sites which comprised smaller
units with either lower anticipated car ownership levels or being situated in an area of very good PTAL

(5);

e The two-way vehicular trip rates were more comparable across the remaining four sites, where the
highest rates were at recorded at those sites with larger dwellings and situated outside of CPZs;

e The surveyed trip rates were lower than those presented within the transport reports in support of the
planning applications for each site in all cases;

e There was no apparent relationship between the estimated proportion of households having access to
a car and the vehicular trip rates which confirms the complexity of this relationship and the range of
other influencing factors such as car ownership and PTAL; and

o All six sites provided cycle parking either in accordance with or above the minimum LB Richmond-
upon-Thames cycle parking standards based on the supporting documents.
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4.11 Parking Beat Surveys
Introduction

There are a number of known on-street parking issues across the borough particularly in town centre locations including
Richmond, Twickenham, Teddington and East Sheen. Although CPZs are present in these areas, previous parking beat
surveys have indicated that on-street parking continues to be close to capacity. The following factors are considered to
contribute towards the high levels of parking demand experienced:

o Limited off-street parking provision for housing located within close proximity to shopping centres;

e Limited on-street parking availability compared to the number of issued resident permits;

High car ownership levels, influenced by limited public transport services at weekends;

Population increase with more cars being owned across the borough; and

Commuter parking near stations and areas of employment and higher education where there are car parking
capacity issues.

Further to the above, parking pressures are also experienced in other areas of LB Richmond-upon-Thames where there
are dense residential areas with narrow streets and limited off-street parking for example. This includes areas such as
Teddington, Hampton Hill and St Margarets, as well as Mortlake and Barnes.

TfL’s ‘Residential Parking Provision in New Developments’ states that in Outer London, 20% of vehicles are parked on-
street in low PTAL areas which increases to 25% and 33% in medium and high PTAL areas respectively.

Methodology

A series of parking beat surveys have been undertaken to develop an understanding of existing parking stress levels
within eight residential areas (‘sites’) across the borough. A summary of these sites which were discussed and agreed with
LB Richmond-upon-Thames have been outlined in Table 4-20 below and the locations of these have also been presented
within Appendix O.

Table 4-20: Parking Beat Survey Locations

Site Area Roads Surveyed
Operation
Yes Mon-Eri Berkley Road, Charlotte Road, Cumberland Road, Ellerton Road,
1 Barnes (B1) (10:00-12:00) Gerard Road, Grange Road, Kitson Road, Lowther Road, Melville
’ ’ Road, Nassau Road, Parke Road and Westmoreland Road
2 Twickenham Yes Mon-Sat Clifden Road, Copthall Gardens, Grosvenor Road, Queen's Road,
(D) (08:30-18:30) Sherland Road, Station Road and Tudor Gardens
Arlington Road, Baronsfield Road, Claremont Road, Ellesmere
3 St Margarets Yes Mon-Fri Road, King's Road, Norman Avenue, Ravensbourne Road,
9 (F&S) | (10:00-16:30) | Riverdale Road, Rosslyn Road, Sandy Coombe Road, St Margarets
Road and St Stephen's Gardens
Alpha Road, Anlaby Road, Connaught Road, Kent Drive, Kings
4 Hampton Hill No N/A Road, Mays Road, Oxford Road, Prince's Road, Royal Road and
Windsor Road
Beechcroft Road, Bexhill Road, Carlton Road, Connaught Avenue,
5 East Sheen No N/A Earl Road, Eastbourne Gardens, EIm Road, Holmesdale Avenue,
Leinster Avenue, Ormonde Road and St Leonards Road
Broad Lane, Cambridge Road, Cleveland Avenue, Coombe
6 Hamoton No N/A Crescent, Coombe Road, Courtlands Avenue, Falcon Road,
P Hatherop Road, Holly Bush Lane, Oak Avenue, Orchard Road,
South Road and Westbrook Avenue
Yes Mon-Sat Church Terrace, Grosvenor Avenue, Grosvenor Road, Halford
7 Richmond (A1) (08:30-18:30) Road, Mount Arat Road, Ormond Road, Paradise Road, Sheen
’ ' Road, The Hermitage and The Vineyard
Ashburnham Road, Broughton Ave, Cave Road, Croft Way, Dukes
8 Ham No N/A Avenue, Fellbrook, Hardwicke Road, Kingfisher Drive, Langham
Gardens, Lawrence Road, Lock Road, Mariner Gardens, Riverside
Dr, Rushmead, Sheridan Road, Simpson Road, Watermill Close
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Table 4-20 shows that four sites are located within CPZs including Sites 1 (Barnes) and 3 (St Margarets) which are
subject to restrictions during the late morning and early afternoon of each weekday, and Sites 2 (Twickenham) and 7
(Richmond) which are subject to more extensive restrictions across each weekday and on Saturday. Sites 4, 5, 6 and 8
are situated outside of CPZs and are therefore not subject to any of these restrictions. Further details of the CPZs within
LB Richmond-upon-Thames are provided within Appendix K.

The streets at each survey site were examined to establish the type of parking restrictions (where present) by length in
metres. Once this information had been gathered, the levels of parking were recorded.

The surveys took place at all eight sites during the following ‘overnight’ dates and times:

e Sunday 22" May 2016, 01:00 - 05:30;
e Tuesday 24" May 2016, 01:00 - 05:30; and
e Wednesday 25" May 2016, 01:00 - 05:30.

In addition, Sites 2 (Twickenham) and 5 (East Sheen) were surveyed during the daytime due to the presence of nearby
retail and commercial land uses so that the parking demand associated with these uses such as visitors could be
incorporated. These daytime surveys were undertaken during the following dates and times:

e Tuesday 24" May 2016, 06:00 — 20:00; and
o Wednesday 25" May 2016, 06:00 — 20:00.

The average levels of parking stress at each site have been calculated based on the proportion of available car parking
spaces which were utilised. The available car parking capacity of each area includes areas of kerbline where vehicles are
able to legally park e.g. resident permit bays, pay & display parking bays and areas of unrestricted kerbline. The overall
capacity has then been calculated using both the LB Richmond-upon-Thames methodology which assumes that an
average vehicle occupies 5.5m of kerbline length and the LB Lambeth methodology which uses 5.0m. These two
methodologies have been compared using the survey data within Appendix P to provide a view on which method is
considered to provide a more appropriate representation of parking capacity, average parking utilisation and therefore
parking stress levels across a given study area. The LB Richmond-upon-Thames methodology takes 90% parking stress
as the level at which capacity is considered to be close to being reached, whilst the LB Lambeth methodology uses an
85% parking stress threshold.

The parking beat survey results have been compared against a variety of different factors which have been categorised in
Table 4-21 to aid the comparisons:

Table 4-21: Summary of Characteristics

Characteristic ‘ Green ‘ Amber ‘ Red
PTAL 5-6 1-2
Car Ownership <0.95 ~1.15

(vehs/dwelling)

Daytime restrictions (Mon-

CpPz Sat) None
% Car Drivers (Daytime) <30% >40%
Parking Stress* <70% >90%

*average parking stress has been calculated using both LB Richmond-upon-Thames and LB Lambeth methodologies
The above has been informed by the following Borough-wide averages:

e PTAL2-3
e  Car ownership: 1.06
e CPZ: circa. 40% coverage, with a range of operating hours

e % Car Drivers (2011 Census Journey to Work Mode Share): 35.7%

LB Richmond-upon-Thames currently considers a parking stress level of 90% to represent the threshold upon which
applicants proposing new developments have to demonstrate that their proposals will have a nil-detriment effect i.e. by
providing sufficient levels of parking on-site.
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Survey Data Results
Overnight On-Street Parking

The overnight on-street parking stress levels for each area have been presented below in Table 4-22 using both
methodologies. A number of area characteristics including the PTAL range of the area surveyed, any presence of CPZs
and the average car ownership level of existing residents living within the appropriate LSOA(s) where the surveys were
undertaken have also been shown for comparative purposes. Parking stress has been presented for each site based on
the maximum level experienced at any given time (on any given day) and as an overall average of all three surveys
between 01:00-05:30. For the purposes of this study, low parking stress is considered to be below 70%, whereas high
parking stress is considered to be above 90% (see Table 4-21) irrespective of the methodology applied.

Table 4-22: Overnight On-Street Parking Stress (01:00 — 05:30), by Site

Parking Stress
LB Richmond-upon-
Thames Method

Parking Stress
Lambeth Method
(5.0m per bay)

Area Characteristics

(5.5m per bay)

Car Ownership

1 1a-3 66% 60% 65%
2 4-5 D 0.78 92% 96%

3 0.93 103% 106% 91%
4 None

5 None 94% 96%

6 1b-2 None 1.40 68% 60% 62%
7 5-6a A1 0.82

8 1a-1b None 57% 57% 52% 52%

The results in Table 4-22 reveal that the LB Richmond-upon-Thames methodology results in a relative parking stress
increase of circa. 10% when compared to the LB Lambeth methodology. A detailed comparison of these methodologies
has been provided within Appendix P. A figure presenting the above results for each of the eight sites is contained within
Appendix O and can be summarised as follows:

e Sites 2, 3 and 5 experience high levels of on-street parking stress, with Site 3 (St Margarets) being considered to
be over-capacity;

e Sites 4 and 5 experience moderate to high levels of on-street parking stress and are both subject to moderate
PTALs (2-3) without any CPZ restrictions throughout the day;

e Sites 2, 3 and 7 experience higher overnight on-street parking stress levels than would be expected based on
their lower car ownership levels which suggests that other factors have a greater influence; and

e Sites 1, 6 and 8 experience lower overnight on-street parking stress levels than would be expected based on
both their lower PTALs and higher car ownership levels, which again suggests that other factors such as parking
availability have a greater influence on parking stress levels at these locations.

There is a clear trend between PTAL and overnight on-street parking stress based on the eight surveyed sites, where the
three sites (Sites 1, 6 and 8) with the lowest PTALs also experience the lowest levels of overnight on-street parking stress.
The two sites (Sites 3 and 5) which experience the highest levels of parking stress are both situated in areas with
moderate PTAL (2-3). The other three sites which have a moderate or high PTALs, also experience higher levels of
parking stress than the least accessible areas; at least 82% on average based on the LB Richmond-upon-Thames
methodology. The least accessible areas (PTAL 1a-2) tend to have lower average and maximum parking stress levels due
to lower housing densities, increased on-street parking availability (with fewer single yellow line restrictions) and a wider
availability of off-street parking.

There is no clear trend between average car ownership levels and overnight on-street parking stress based on the eight
surveyed sites. This suggests that whilst car ownership affects parking demand, the type and availability of provision has a
greater influence on on-street parking utilisation levels. For example, there is a wider availability of on-street and off-street
parking within the less accessible areas which offsets the higher car ownership levels at these locations. Whilst car
ownership levels are lower within higher PTAL areas, there is less availability of on-street and off-street parking which
conversely increases on-street parking stress.
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Overnight on-street parking stress tends to be higher in areas where CPZ restrictions are more extensive and in place
over the course of the day (Mon-Sat). This would be expected, given that CPZs tend to be implemented in areas where
parking pressures are highest e.g. within town centre locations. However, the two areas with the highest CPZ coverage
(Sites 2 and 7) experience less parking stress than Sites 3 and 5 which have less (or no) CPZ coverage. It is therefore
considered that CPZs can be a useful tool for reducing on-street parking stress in areas where parking availability is much
more limited. Furthermore, car ownership levels tend to be lower in CPZ locations which therefore also help to reduce the
overall demand for parking in the surrounding area.

As previously set out, there are several additional factors which need to be considered when comparing overnight on-
street parking stress with the other area characteristics set out in Table 4-22:

e Off-street parking provision: areas with a greater availability of off-street parking provision e.g. the less accessible
areas, tend to experience lower on-street parking stress levels;

e Housing density levels: areas with lower housing density e.g. the less accessible areas, would be expected to
experience lower on-street parking stress levels; and

e On-street parking capacity: areas with constrained on-street parking capacity resulting from narrow carriageway
widths, broken up areas of parking, dropped kerbs, extensive single yellow line restrictions etc. would be
expected to experience higher on-street parking stress levels e.g. within the more accessible areas.

It is considered that based on the above, greater levels of off-street parking should be provided in areas subject to
moderate PTALs (2-3) to reduce the high levels of on-street parking stress experienced at these locations. The least
accessible areas (PTAL 1a-2) tend to experience lower levels of on-street parking stress due to a wider availability of on-
street and off-street parking, whereas the most accessible areas (PTAL 4-6) tend to be subject to CPZ restrictions across
the day which is a key measure that can be used to manage on-street parking pressures. As previously demonstrated,
areas within CPZs also tend to have lower car ownership levels which helps to reduce on-street parking stress where
there is limited off-street parking availability. It is therefore considered that appropriate levels of off-street parking should
continue to be provided within areas subject to CPZ restrictions during the day, whilst allowing for the consideration of car-
free developments in the most accessible locations.

A number of different parking bay types have been excluded from the parking stress level calculations so that these
provide a more accurate representation of the level of general parking utilised by residents and therefore the remaining
level available. For example, car club bays, areas of dropped kerb, disabled bays, loading bays and motorcycle bays were
all excluded for this purpose. Areas of kerbline subject to single yellow line restrictions were also excluded e.g. in areas
where the carriageway is too narrow to park on both sides. Nonetheless, it is important to consider the existing utilisation
levels of disabled parking bays to understand whether there is sufficient parking availability for disabled users. Instances
of inappropriate parking such as on single or double yellow/red line restrictions, across dropped kerbs or on school keep
clear or zig-zag markings should also be considered.

These characteristics have been examined in Table 4-23 below in relation to average parking stress using both
methodologies. For instances of inappropriate parking, low utilisation levels are considered to be below 10% and high
utilisation levels are considered to be above 20%.

Table 4-23: Overnight Utilisation (01:00 — 05:30) of Disabled Bays and Inappropriate Parking

Averaae Parking Stress Maximum use of Disabled Maximum Level of
9 9 Bays Inappropriate Parking
LB Richmond- LB Richmond- LB Richmond-
upon-Thames (ngmll)it: ) upon-Thames (ngmll)it: ) upon-Thames (sLoa':]nll:e;I; )
(5.5m / bay) : Y (5.5m / bay) : Y (5.5m / bay) : Y
1 66% 60% 83% 83%
2 D 92% 100% 100% 8% 7%
3 103% 50% 50% 6% 5%
4 None 100% 100% 9%
5 None 94% 100% 100% 47% 39%
6 None 68% 60% 100% 100%
7 A1 50% 3% 3%
8 None 57% 52% 133% 80% 5% 4%
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The following findings have been determined from the results shown in Table 4-23:

e The majority of disabled parking bays are in use and equivalent to a maximum of 100% of all disabled bays at
four of the eight sites;

e There is a low level of correlation between general average parking stress and the maximum utilisation levels of
disabled parking bays;

e Alow level of inappropriate parking was recorded at four of the sites, of which three are situated within CPZs and
the other experienced the lowest on-street parking stress levels of all eight sites;

e Moderate and high levels of inappropriate parking were recorded at four of the sites, of which three are not
subject to CPZ restrictions throughout the day and two experienced moderate or high levels of on-street parking
stress; and

e Site 5 (East Sheen) experienced the second highest levels of average parking stress and the highest level of
inappropriate parking.

The above suggests that there could be insufficient levels of disabled parking bay provision in certain areas across the
borough and that the standards should therefore seek to maximise the level of blue badge parking provided in support of
new housing developments particularly where on-street availability is limited. LB Richmond-upon-Thames currently issue
170-200 blue badge permits each month which highlights the existing levels of demand and the need to therefore provide
a suitable level of provision.

The above also demonstrates that on-street parking stress can contribute to inappropriate parking (such as at Site 5) and
therefore potentially increase localised congestion levels and safety implications e.g. vehicles parking on footways.
Notwithstanding this, CPZs have been found to reduce inappropriate parking even at sites which experience high levels of
on-street parking stress (such as at Site 3), which indicates that the (potential) enforcement of these restrictions acts as an
effective deterrent even outside of the relevant periods. It is therefore considered that the standards can help to reduce
instances of inappropriate parking in areas outside of CPZs by ensuring sufficient off-street provision is made available.

Daytime Parking

The daytime on-street parking stress levels for Sites 2 (Twickenham) and 5 (East Sheen) have been calculated using the
approach described previously and have been presented below in Table 4-24. These have again been compared to a
number of different area characteristics including the proportion of residents travelling as a car driver (2011 Census
Journey to Work mode share) given that residents are more likely to travel during the day and indicates the extent to which
vehicles could be parked elsewhere e.g. at a place of employment.

Table 4-24: Daytime On-Street Parking Stress (06:00 — 20:00), by Area

Parking Stress
LB Richmond-upon-
Thames Method

Parking Stress
Lambeth Method
(5.0m per bay)

Area Characteristics

(5.5m per bay)

Car Ownershi % Car . .
P o Average | Maximum Average Maximum

(vehs/dwelling) Drivers
2 4-5 D 0.78 26% 96% 73%
5 None 27% 92%

Table 4-24 shows that high levels of daytime on-street parking stress are experienced at both sites. Average parking
stress levels are slightly higher across the day at Site 5 (East Sheen) which has a lower PTAL, higher car ownership levels
and is not subject to CPZ restrictions throughout the day compared to Site 2 (Twickenham). The proportion of residents
that commute as a car driver is however similar between the two sites which suggests that a higher proportion of vehicles
tend to remain parked outside of residents’ houses at Site 5 (East Sheen) given the higher car ownership levels. A higher
than average proportion of East Sheen residents also make use of public transport and cycling when compared to the
remainder of the borough. These findings support those made on the overnight car parking beat surveys where it is
considered that greater levels of off-street parking should be provided in areas which are situated outside of CPZs and are
subject to moderate PTALs (2-3) due to the greater opportunities for utilising sustainable travel modes than compared to
very poor PTAL areas (1a-1b).
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SUMMARY

A figure providing a summary of the eight surveyed locations has been provided within Appendix O
which provides a comparison between the following characteristics:

e PTAL

e Car Ownership

e CPZ

e % Car Drivers (2011 Census Journey to Work Mode Share)
o Average overnight on-street parking stress.

This indicates that (overnight) on-street parking stress levels tend to be lower in the least accessible
areas despite higher car ownership levels, and that parking stress levels tend to be higher in the
moderate PTAL areas (2-3) where there are either no or only limited CPZ restrictions during the daytime.
Whilst parking stress is also moderate to high at the two most accessible sites (PTAL 5-6a), the CPZ
restrictions have helped to reduce car ownership levels and control parking stress to some degree i.e.
when compared to Sites 3 (St Margarets) and 5 (East Sheen).

Again, there are a range of other factors which influence on-street parking stress levels including
housing density levels and the wider availability of both on-street and off-street parking. For example, it is
considered that the high daytime on-street parking stress levels experienced at Site 5 (East Sheen) are
partially attributed to the above average uptake of sustainable travel modes in this ward which results in
a greater number of vehicles being left at home and therefore potentially being parked on-street.

4.12 Car Journeys

The following two documents have been reviewed to understand existing travel trends within London and how this relates
to car journeys, emissions and environmental impacts including upon air quality:

e The ‘Travel in London Key Trends and Developments’ report (2009), TfL; and
e The ‘London Travel Demand Survey’ (LTDS) published in 2015.

Travel in London Key Trends and Developments (2009) states that travel distances and travel times are influenced by key
variables such as personal preferences, the operation and performance of the transport networks and other travel
characteristics such as travel mode and journey efficiency. The report states that in 2010/11, London residents travelled
an average of 14.9km per day (based on an average seven day week), of which 5.0km was undertaken by car. The report
further states that the average car trip is approximately 24-25 minutes in duration.

The LTDS calculates the distance between the origin and destination of a trip in a straight-line i.e. ‘as the crow flies’.
Although this tends to underestimate the actual distance travelled by each mode (by approximately 30%), this nonetheless
provides an indication of approximate distances which can be used for comparative purposes. The LTDS states that
journey lengths have remained relatively stable within Outer London within recent years and that the average journey
distance of those travelling by car was 6.0km per day in 2013/14.

As demonstrated earlier within Table 4-17, the average daily two-way vehicular trip rate of the four most comparable
sites is 1.726 per dwelling. Within LB Richmond-upon-Thames, the 2011 Census data indicates that there are a total of
184,098 residents living within 79,835 households which equates to an average of 2.31 residents per household. The
average daily two-way vehicular trip rate for these four sites is therefore 0.748 per resident, or 0.374 for departures and
0.374 for arrivals. This is comparable to the 2011 Census ‘Journey to Work’ car driver mode share (35.7%) of residents
within LB Richmond-upon-Thames. It can therefore be surmised that 60-65% of residents do not make any vehicular
trips across the day with the remaining 35-40% of residents travelling an average of 6.0km by car each day i.e. 3.0km in
each direction which could be the results of one or several vehicular trips.

On the above basis, it is considered that car journeys will tend to be lower at sites with higher PTALs and lower car
ownership levels as these factors generally result in lower vehicular trip rates. As such, the level of car parking provided
at new housing based on the residential parking standards should seek to restrain car ownership levels by not
overproviding as this could otherwise increase car journeys.
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4.13 Environmental (Air Quality)

This section explores the potential impacts of car journeys on the environment including air quality. All combustion
processes, including those by motor engines, produce Oxides of Nitrogen (NOx) which convert to Nitrogen Dioxide (NO>)
when in the atmosphere. This can cause detrimental health effects including aggravating respiratory conditions such as
asthma and causing inflammation of the airways. It is therefore important to consider the effects of road traffic on these
pollutants which also include particulate matters (PM1o and PM_5) also referred to as fine particles.

In Greater London in 2008, 52,145 tonnes of NOx emissions were emitted including 32,466 tonnes (62%) as a result of
ground-based transportation. Of these emissions, 24,340 tonnes of NOx emissions (47%) resulted from road
transportation as illustrated below in Figure 4-10.

Ground-based aviation
/% Other \
> Rail

- 5%
"% Taxis
Industrial and A
commercial gas Road transport |
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‘Damestic gas

24%
Motorcycle
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Figure 4-10: Basic source apportionment of NOx emissions in Greater London, contribution to 2008 annual total
(Source: Greater London Authority, London Energy and Greenhouse Gas Inventory 2004/05 (Dec 2008)

Figure 4-10 suggests that 35% of road transport emissions are related to car transportation and as such, 17% of NOx
emissions are caused as a result of car activity. This indicates that the residential parking standards should be considered
in relation to car use and car journeys given the health and environmental implications highlighted.

Further to the above, carbon dioxide (CO3) is also released from combustion processes and is considered to be a primary
cause of climate change. Ground-based transport accounted for around 22% of Greater London’s CO» emissions in 2006.
TfL aims to reduce the impact of the transport networks on climate change by encouraging a modal shift away from
vehicular travel modes, by using lower carbon fuels and technology and by managing business activities.

According to the GLA’s ‘London Energy and Greenhouse Gas Inventory (LEGGI) 2004/05' (December 2008), a total of
212 kilotonnes of CO, was emitted in LB Richmond-upon-Thames equating to 18% of total road transport emissions and
6.48 tonnes per capita for the resident population. The remaining 82% of road transport emissions therefore comprise
other gases and particulate matters including NOx. Again, this suggests that increased car use and car journeys can
contribute towards climate change which should also be considered.

4.14 Additional Considerations

The following explores several additional factors which need to be considered by the residential parking standards which
has been informed by the OLC Fourth Report (May 2015) for Outer London where appropriate.

Congestion

Congestion levels in Outer London are forecast to increase by 15% by 2031 with an additional 300,000 vehicles forecast
to be on London’s roads based on current population increase projections. TfL’s ‘Residential Parking Provision in New
Developments’ (2012) identifies that an increase in parking provision is likely to lead to more people owning a car and
therefore increase the likelihood of car usage and subsequently congestion. However, the OLC Fourth Report and the
Mayor’s IIA on the London Plan parking standards does not identify a clear link between car ownership and car usage,
implying that even if increased parking provision leads to increased car ownership, this may not adversely impact
congestion. These factors should be used to inform the residential parking standards.

Inappropriate Parking and Safety

An under-provision of parking can lead to overspill parking pressures and an adverse impact on the surrounding
community. This problem has been recognised by a number of Outer London boroughs as identified within the OLC Fourth
Report. Some boroughs have reported that development proposals with low levels of proposed parking provision can
sometimes receive local opposition due to potential overspill issues. This was the case for Site E (Elmtree Road /
Somerset Road) where the level of parking provision exceeded the maximum car parking standards in order to address
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concerns raised during the public exhibition with regards to managing overspill parking on the surrounding residential
streets. CPZs have also been identified as a useful tool for managing these issues and should therefore be considered
alongside the residential parking standards.

Overspill parking onto the surrounding road network can have severe consequences for safety including for emergency
vehicle access where this can be restricted particularly on already narrow streets. Inappropriately parked vehicles can
restrict access to footways and result in pedestrians and wheelchair users (for example) having to enter the highway when
negotiating these vehicles therefore putting themselves at risk. This can also create issues for children, those with visual
impairments or health issues as well as for those crossing the road from between inappropriately parked vehicles where
visibility between pedestrians and road users becomes reduced.

In relation to the above, the parking beat surveys revealed that areas which are situated outside of CPZs and experience
higher levels of on-street parking stress are more likely to experience instances of inappropriate parking such as vehicles
parking across dropped kerbs. Existing on-street parking stress levels should therefore be considered when examining
new housing proposals in moderately accessible areas (PTAL 2-3) outside of CPZs so that more generous levels of off-
street parking are provided in areas where these pressures are highest. This will therefore reduce potential parking
overspill and the associated safety implications.

Enforcement

Details of Penalty Charge Notices (PCNs) have been provided by LB Richmond-upon-Thames as far as possible and at a
borough-wide level as presented below in Table 4-25.

Table 4-25: Penalty Charge Notices Issued in LB Richmond-upon-Thames (January to April 2016)

Period ‘ Number Issued

January 2016 6,065
February 2016 6,063
March 2016 6,129
April 2016 5,383
Total 23,940

Whilst this data is relatively limited, it does demonstrate that enforcement is being continually undertaken against
inappropriate and illegal parking across the borough with just under an average of 200 PCNs being issued every day. This
equates to approximately 10-11 PCNs being issued within each ward per day, although it would be expected that the
majority of these are issued within those wards with CPZs particularly within Richmond and Twickenham town centres.

Table 4-22 also demonstrates that inappropriate and illegal parking is an ongoing issue and that high levels of parking
stress within parts of the borough could be contributing towards this trend where vehicles are more likely to park
inappropriately e.g. Site 5. Again, the use of CPZs and the enforcement of these restrictions is a key mechanism which
should be considered alongside the residential parking standards for addressing issues relating to on-street parking stress
and inappropriate parking. This is supported by the parking beat surveys where less inappropriate overnight parking was
found within areas subject to CPZ restrictions which illustrates the effectiveness of enforcement even outside of the
restricted periods.
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4.15 Summary of Key Findings

LB RICHMOND-UPON-THAMES

LB Richmond-upon Thames is an Outer London borough and certain characteristics such as PTAL and
car ownership levels vary considerably across different areas;

There are a number of on-street parking issues across the borough which relate to limited on-street
and off-street parking provision and availability, high car ownership levels, population increase and
commuter parking;

Car ownership levels are above the Outer London average where 76% households own at least one
vehicle;

The borough typically has a PTAL ranging 1-3 (approximate 90% coverage) with an average PTAL of 2
(Poor). Richmond and Twickenham town centres have the highest PTALs 4-6;

Approximately 68% dwellings are in owner occupation and approximately 22% dwellings are owned
houses within 5 or more rooms;

There has been a reduction in the proportion of dwellings comprising houses, larger dwellings and
owned households;

The 2011 Census ‘Journey to Work’ mode share for LB Richmond-upon-Thames indicates that the car
driver mode share has reduced in recent years with a higher proportion of residents making use of
public transport;

There has been a significant increase in the proportion of residents commuting by bicycle;

Car usage levels have decreased in recent years and at a greater rate than the reduction in car
ownership levels which indicates that residents may be using their vehicles less; and

The greater uptake of sustainable travel modes can result in higher levels of daytime on-street parking
stress at certain locations e.g. at East Sheen as identified by the surveys.

GENERAL TRENDS

Residents are more likely to commute by car if they own a vehicle;

The proportion of households with one or more vehicles tends to decrease as PTAL increases, which
is a clear trend for Inner London, Outer London and LB Richmond-upon-Thames;

Average car ownership (vehicles/dwelling) also tends to decrease as PTAL increases; and

Car ownership levels tend to be lower in CPZs where on-street parking availability is restricted at
various times during the day.

CPZS AND CAR CLUBS

Approximately 30% residents live within CPZs which tend to be situated in town centre locations and in
areas with higher PTALSs;

Car ownership levels tend to be lower in CPZs;

There are a total of 77 car club vehicles across the borough and there has been an increasing level of
car club membership and vehicle utilisation levels over recent years;

The majority of car club vehicles are situated in areas with high CPZ coverage which suggests that
demand levels are higher where there are greater restrictions on car ownership; and

Each car club vehicle replaces approximately 22 vehicles within the borough on average, and have
reduced average car ownership levels by 0.03 vehicles/dwelling.
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RECENTLY COMPLETED HOUSING DEVELOPMENTS

The average number of car parking spaces provided at each of the sites tends to be comparable with
the anticipated car ownership levels based on housing size, type and tenure;

Four sites have provided parking towards or at the upper end of the maximum parking standards which
reflects PTAL and anticipated car ownership levels at these sites;

Two sites have provided parking either in excess, or far below the maximum standards to reflect local
characteristics. Insufficient parking may have been provided at the latter which could have resulted in
overspill parking;

The two-way vehicular trip rates were highest at sites with larger dwellings situated outside of CPZs
and lowest at sites which comprised smaller units with either lower anticipated car ownership levels or
a higher PTAL;

No apparent relationship has been identified between the estimated proportion of households having
access to a car and the vehicular trip rates which is likely to be due to the range of other influencing
factors such as car ownership and PTAL;

The disabled parking provision at each of the sites is in line with both the London Plan and the LB
Richmond-upon-Thames car parking standards; and

All six sites provided cycle parking either in accordance with or above the minimum LB Richmond-
upon-Thames cycle parking standards based on the supporting documents.

PARKING BEAT SURVEYS

High levels of overnight on-street parking stress were recorded at three of the sites, with Site 3 being
classified as over-capacity. High levels of daytime on-street parking stress were also recorded at the
two surveyed sites;

Overnight on-street parking stress tends to be higher in areas with moderate PTAL (2-3) based on the
eight surveyed sites;

Overnight on-street parking stress tends to lower in the least accessible areas (PTAL 1a-2) where there
is a wider availability of both on-street and off-street parking (despite higher car ownership levels);

CPZ restrictions can be effective at reducing on-street parking stress levels in the most accessible
areas (PTAL 5-6a) where parking availability is reduced;

There is no clear direct trend between car ownership levels and overnight on-street parking stress at
the eight sites surveyed which suggests that parking stress is mainly affected by the type and
availability of parking provision in the surrounding area;

Slightly higher average daytime on-street parking stress levels were found where PTALs were lower,
car ownership levels were higher and in areas outside of CPZs. This is also affected by the uptake of
sustainable travel modes where cars are left at home and therefore potentially parked on-street;

High levels of on-street parking stress in areas outside of CPZs can contribute to increased levels of
inappropriate parking and therefore other issues such as congestion and safety implications; and

The majority of disabled parking bays are in use based on the eight sites surveyed.

CONCLUSION

Car ownership levels are related to a variety of different factors including PTAL, household size, type
and tenure, as well as CPZs and car club membership levels;

Higher levels of off-street parking should be provided in areas which have moderate PTALs (2-3) and
are not subject to CPZ restrictions during the day;

Appropriate levels of off-street parking should continue to be provided within areas subject to daytime
CPZ restrictions, which could comprise car-free developments in the most accessible locations;

The residential parking standards should consider the potential to reduce car journeys, associated car
mileage and environmental impacts; and

Additional factors relating to car journeys, air quality, congestion, inappropriate parking, safety and
enforcement also need to be considered.
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5 Residential Parking Standards Options Analysis

5.1 Introduction

This section examines the potential impacts of three different residential parking standard options on future parking
conditions across the borough and other transport characteristics based on the evidence base collated as part of this
study. The three options have been assessed using an integrated and objectives-led approach to consider these potential
impacts collectively with the overall objective of minimising the impact of parking and car based travel on the operation of
the road network and on the local environment.

The assessment has been used as a comparative tool to identify a preferred option which is considered to offer a
balanced outcome. The assessment has been informed by the Borough’s planning and housing context including the
current minimum annual housing target of 315 homes per annum (set out in the London Plan) and the need to make the
best use of land. The analysis reflects the constrained nature of on-street parking and high car ownership levels in parts of
the borough.

5.2 Options and Scope of Analysis

The three options have been designed to examine residential car parking within LB Richmond-upon-Thames with a
particular focus on areas subject to lower PTALs and therefore lower levels of accessibility. The following three options
have been explored:

1. LB Richmond-upon-Thames’s current parking standards, as set out in Appendix 4 of the Development
Management Plan;

2. The adopted London Plan standards (set out in the MALP) which allows a more flexible approach in areas of
PTAL 1a-1b, with limited parts in PTAL 2; and

3. A new set of standards, which provide a more flexible approach in areas of PTAL 1a-2, with limited parts in PTAL
3.

In all cases, car-free housing developments may be considered to be appropriate in the most accessible areas of the
borough with a PTAL 5-6a subject to providing adequate disabled parking (in line with the standards), appropriate
servicing arrangements and without contributing towards existing on-street parking stress in the locality.

The effects of the recommendations and potential policy alterations may change over time and the temporal effects have
been considered for the short-term (within the first five years of implementation considered to be 2021), the medium-term
(between five to 15 years) and the long-term (beyond 15 years) where relevant. It should be noted that there is less
certainty associated with the longer term projections.

5.3 Objectives

A series of objectives have been established to assess the overall potential effects of the three options. These have been
developed in consultation with LB Richmond-upon-Thames and provide a range of topic areas to inform the
recommendations on the standards. The objectives also provide a framework for assessing the three options in a
consistent manner. The following objectives have been identified:

1. To encourage travel by sustainable travel modes i.e. walking, cycling and public transport, to maximise the
health and well-being of the population. To achieve this objective, the option will be required to increase trips
made by these modes relative to the other two options;

2. To reduce car dependency and the associated environmental implications. To achieve this objective, the
option will be required to result in the following relative to the other two options:

a. Reduce car ownership levels and therefore the associated parking demand, which could partially be
achieved by increasing car club membership levels;

b. Reduce car journeys and therefore the total mileage of residents within the borough; and
c. Improve air quality by reducing vehicular emissions;

3. To improve conditions on the local highway network. To achieve this objective, the option will be required to
result in the following relative to the other two options:

a. Reduce overspill parking and therefore on-street parking stress levels , particularly in areas where these
pressures are highest;

LBRuT Parking Standards Technical Note August 2016



AECOM Research to Support Borough-Wide Local Parking Standards Page 5-61

b. Reduce inappropriate parking e.g. across dropped kerbs, or illegal parking e.g. within CPZs; and

c. Improve highway safety for all users including pedestrians and wheelchair users.

As identified above, each option will be assessed in terms of the extent to which they would be considered to achieve
each objective relative to the other two options. This comparative and objectives-led approach has been designed to
provide a qualitative assessment so that a preferred option can be more easily identified, rather than deriving quantitative
values against each objective.

A few supplementary objectives have also been identified which will need to be achieved through a combination of the
residential parking standards and the master-planning of residential developments. These are as follows:

e To cater for all user types, including residents of wheelchair accessible units by providing sufficient disabled
parking;

e To encourage cycling as a main mode of travel by providing sufficient levels of cycle parking; and

e To reduce the level of land take required by parking within new developments (and therefore within the borough)
with the aim to improve the public realm.

The supplementary objectives have been examined in relation to the preferred option as these do not directly affect the
analysis of the three options which focus on the level of standard car parking bay provision, as opposed to disabled
parking, cycle parking or the internal site layout of new developments.

5.4 Policy Options

The analysis will determine whether there is a justification to support the retention of the existing parking standards, the
adoption of the London Plan standards, or the introduction of a new set of local standards based on the collective
assessment of a series of objectives which have been set out previously. The potential recommendations are therefore as
follows:

e To retain the existing LB Richmond-upon-Thames residential car parking standards;
e Toinclude a policy alteration to:
o Encourage more flexibility in PTALs 1a-1b, with limited parts of PTAL 2; or
o Encourage more flexibility in PTALs 1a-2, with limited parts of PTAL 3.

The assessment has been informed by the scoring system set out in Table 5-1. This has been based on the system which
was used to inform the Mayor’s IIA of the London Plan parking standards for consistency (see Chapter 3.0 for further
details).

Table 5-1: Assessment Scoring System

Score Symbol | Summary
. . The option would contribute significantly towards the achievement of
Maijor positive effect ++ L .
the objective compared to the other two options
The option would contribute towards the achievement of the objective,
but not significantly when compared to the other two options
The option would have a limited effect on the achievement of the
No effects 0

objective when compared to the other two options
The option would detract from the achievement of the objective, but not
significantly when compared to the other two options
The option would detract significantly from the achievement of the
objective compared to the other two options
The option would have an uncertain effect on the achievement of the

Uncertain effect ? objective compared to the other two options e.g. if insufficient
information is available

Major negative effect --

5.5 Future Baseline Conditions

To further inform the analysis of the three options, the projected changes in the future baseline conditions of the borough
has been examined to determine how certain characteristics are likely to vary in the short, medium and long-term. The
main implications of these changes will relate to the less accessible parts of LB Richmond-upon-Thames (particularly
those in areas of PTAL 1a-2) given that this is where the differences in the three options are focused. The projections
have been informed by the recent trends set out within Chapter 4.0 where appropriate.
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PTAL

The anticipated future PTALs across LB Richmond-upon-Thames have been derived using the TfL Web-based
Connectivity Assessment Toolkit (WebCAT) which provides an indication of the connectivity of different parts of the
borough to the public transport network. This information is currently forecasted to 2021 and 2031, although there are
currently no projected PTAL differences between these scenarios. As such, the anticipated changes in PTAL have been
examined for the short-term up to 2021 as set out in Table 5-2. The supporting calculations are again held in Appendix G.

Table 5-2: Forecast PTAL Increase within LB Richmond-upon-Thames (2011 to 2021)

Average PTAL (Populated Areas)

Description
Base (2011) Forecast (2021)
South Richmond + High PTAL Areas
North Richmond + Med/High PTAL Areas 3.3 3.7 (+0.4)
Twickenham Riverside + Med/High PTAL Areas 3.2 3.4 (+0.2)
South Twickenham - 24 24
Mortlake and Barnes Common + Med PTAL Areas 2.3 2.6 (+0.3)
Kew + Med PTAL Areas 2.3 3.0 (+0.7)
Teddington - 2.2 2.2
Barnes + Med PTAL Areas 2.2 2.3 (+0.1)
Fulwell and Hampton Hill - 2.0 2.0
St Margarets and North Twickenham - 2.0 2.0
West Twickenham - 1.9 1.9
Hampton Wick - 1.6 1.6
East Sheen + Med PTAL Areas 1.5 1.6 (+0.1)
Whitton - 1.4 1.4
Hampton - 1.3 1.3
Hampton North - 1.2 1.2
Heathfield - 1.1 1.1
Ham, Petersham and Richmond Riverside - 1.1 1.1
Borough-Wide - 21 2.2 (+0.1)

The projected short-term PTAL increases are related to the following:

e Increase in the number and/or frequency of rail services which serve stations across the borough including at
Richmond, Twickenham, Kew Gardens and Barnes stations; and

e Increase in the number and/or frequency of bus services across the borough including within the town centre
locations and along the South Circular Road.

The results in Table 5-2 indicate that the most accessible parts of the borough are anticipated to become more accessible
by public transport, whilst there will be limited change within the least accessible parts. Kew has been identified to
experience the greatest estimated PTAL improvement with a typical PTAL increase from 2-3 to 3-4. As such, it is
considered that there will be more areas subject to a moderate PTAL of 3 and fewer areas subject to a poor PTAL of 2 in
the short-term, which is likely to carry through into the medium and long-term. The new set of standards explored under
Option 3 will therefore apply to a larger proportion of the borough going forward, whilst Option 2 will apply to a smaller
proportion of the borough, albeit still covering the majority.

Mode Share
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The recent changes in the Census Journey to Work mode share and therefore travel patterns of residents within LB
Richmond-upon-Thames have been set out within Section 4.7. Based on these findings, the following continued trends
have been projected for the future short, medium and long-term:

e Continued increase in the proportion and therefore number of residents making use of public transport (which will
be supported by the projected increase in the PTAL of certain areas);

e Continued increase in the proportion and number of residents walking and cycling (which has been considered
with regards to the cycle parking standards);

e Reduction in the proportion and number of residents travelling by car (both as a car driver and passenger); and

e A greater reduction in car use compared to car ownership resulting in a higher demand for vehicles to remain
parked within residential areas across the day.

These trends relate mainly to the first two objectives (see Section 5.3) where sustainable travel patterns are projected to
increase across the borough and dependence on car travel is projected to decrease regardless of which of the three
options are implemented. This furthermore indicates that whilst the options are likely to have a greater influence over car
ownership levels, they are less likely to affect car use and therefore car journeys.

Housing

The future Housing Land Supply for the borough has been used to identify the approximate capacities for the delivery of
dwellings between 2016 and 2026. This has been separated to between 2016 to 2021 (short-term) and 2016 to 2026
(medium-term) as set out in Table 5-3 below.

Table 5-3: Estimated LB Richmond-upon-Thames Future Housing Land Supply by Five Year Periods

Total Housing (Major and Minor Developments)

Area (and wards)

2016 to 2021 2021 to 2026

Richmond 672 532 1,204
South Richmond 101 18 119
North Richmond 209 329 538
Ham, Petersham and Richmond Riverside 156 123 279
Kew 206 62 268
Twickenham 741 539 1,280
Twickenham Riverside 168 187 355
St. Margarets & North Twickenham 470 136 606
South Twickenham 72 180 252
West Twickenham 31 37 68
Teddington and Hampton 569 360 929
Hampton North 28 33 61
Hampton 97 109 206
Fulwell and Hampton Hill 51 110 161
Teddington 314 98 412
Hampton Wick 79 9 88
East Sheen 105 373 478
East Sheen 16 29 45
Mortlake and Barnes Common 90 345 435
Barnes -1 -1 -2
Whitton 67 71 138
Whitton 8 29 37
Heathfield 59 41 100
Total 2,154 1,875 4,029
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The housing trajectory in the AMR assumes fairly constant delivery, although the proportion of large sites within individual
years can fluctuate. Again, the projections will result in the London Plan target of 3,150 dwellings being exceeded by 879
dwellings over the ten year period. The housing trajectory presented in Table 5-3 has been separated by PTAL based on
the ranges presented earlier within Table 4-3 for each ward. The results are shown in Table 5-4.

Table 5-4: Housing Trajectory by PTAL

Total Housin
PTAL Range 9 Proportion (%)

(2016-2026)

to 6 119 3%
3tob 893 22%
2to3 1,366 34%

2 767 19%
1to2 444 1%

1 440 1%
Total 4,029 100%

Table 5-4 shows that approximately 75% of dwellings are anticipated to be delivered in less accessible areas (up to PTAL
3), whilst 25% will be delivered in areas with moderate to excellent PTAL.

Based on the analysis of Census data from 2001 and 2011, in relation to the size, type and tenure of households across
the borough as set out within Section 4.7, it could be assumed that there will be a continued overall reduction in the
proportion of dwellings comprising houses, larger dwellings and owned households. However, since the adoption of the
Development Management Plan in 2011, policies generally encourage family housing except in more sustainable locations
such as town centres and higher PTAL areas where a higher proportion of smaller units would be expected. New additions
to the housing stock are relatively small in proportion and it is therefore unclear how this trend will continue.

Car Clubs

As set out in Section 4.10, there are a total of 77 car club vehicles within the borough with an increasing level of both car
club membership and vehicle utilisation levels in recent years. The majority of car club vehicles are situated within CPZs
where there are greater restrictions on car ownership. Each car club vehicle has currently replaced an average of 22
private vehicles within LB Richmond-upon-Thames based on those subsequently sold by members. It is anticipated that
car club membership levels will continue to increase in the future and the option which will result in lower car ownership
levels (compared to the other two options) will further contribute to this trend. Nonetheless, the scope for each of the three
options to influence car club membership levels will be limited given that the differences focus on the lower PTAL areas
where there is less opportunity to make use of car club vehicles i.e. compared to the CPZs where the majority of car club
vehicles are situated and car ownership levels are already lower.

Car Ownership

Average car ownership levels across the borough have decreased in recent years and this trend is expected to continue
within LB Richmond-upon-Thames as a result of (and not limited to) the following:

e A projected increase in future PTALs (particularly in the most accessible parts of the borough), increasing
opportunities to travel by public transport;

e A projected reduction in the number and proportion of residents travelling by car; and
e A projected increase in car club provision and membership levels.

Based on the patterns set out within Section 4.4, the following trends have been projected for the future short, medium
and long-term:

e A minimal change in car ownership levels for areas with PTALs 1a-1b;

e A minor decrease in car ownership levels for areas with PTALs 2-3; and

e A minor decrease in car ownership levels for areas with PTALs 4-6.
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As such, it is considered that the ability to reduce car ownership levels within PTALs 1a-1b through the standards will have
a greater benefit than elsewhere within the borough given the decreasing trend. Nonetheless, other issues such as on-
street parking stress need to be considered when determining where best to reduce car ownership levels.

5.6 Assessment of Options
The assessment of the three options against each of the objectives set out in Section 5.3 has been set out in Table 5-5

overleaf. This has been designed to provide both a qualitative assessment and a consistent approach with the Mayor’s 1A
of the London Plan parking standards.
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Table 5-5: Residential Parking Standard Options Assessment

Objective

LB Richmond-upon-Thames’s current parking
standards

The adopted London Plan standards — added
flexibility in areas of PTAL 1a-1b, with limited

Page 5-66

A new set of standards — added flexibility in areas
of PTAL 1a-2, with limited parts in PTAL 3

1. To encourage travel by sustainable travel
modes i.e. walking, cycling and public
transport, to maximise the health and well-
being of the population.

To achieve this objective, the option will be
required to increase trips made by these
modes relative to the other two options.

parts in PTAL 2

The parking standards will influence travel by sustainable travel modes by affecting the levels of off-street car parking provision provided at new housing

developments. Car free housing developments may be appropriate in areas with a PTAL of 5 or 6 subject to the provision of disabled parking, appropriate

servicing arrangements and demonstrating that controls will be in place to ensure that the development will not contribute to on-street parking stress. The

parking standards are also maximum standards in line with the NPPF and the London Plan. It is therefore considered that each of the three options will be
inherently in favour of sustainable travel which is seen as an important issue by local residents.

The uptake of sustainable travel modes will be affected by a range of other factors such as the availability of public transport (informed by PTAL), the minimum
cycle parking standards (and therefore cycle parking availability) as well as pedestrian and cycle facilities. A high proportion of residents across the borough
already make use of sustainable travel modes which is projected to increase in the short-term (based on recent trends and the projected increase in moderate
PTAL 3). The parking standards will therefore support these trends, rather than being the leading factor for influencing sustainable travel.

The standards are projected to have a similar influence on sustainable transport in the medium and long-term given the relatively stable housing projections
between 2016 and 2026. There are however fewer known details surrounding any further borough-wide PTAL improvements beyond 2021.

This option is likely to favour sustainable transport
by not over-providing off-street provision at new
housing developments. This will therefore
encourage modal shift and promote sustainable
travel. This will have less of a benefit in the least
accessible areas where residents are more
dependent on car travel due to the limited
opportunities to make use of public transport.

This option is likely to favour sustainable transport
by not over-providing off-street provision at new
housing developments in the majority of locations.
Although additional off-street provision will be made
within the least accessible parts of the borough, the
potential to make use of sustainable travel modes
is more limited at these locations and will be less
likely to be influenced by the parking standards.
Nonetheless, it is considered that some parts of the
borough are in reality more accessible than
indicated by the PTAL and that sustainable travel
may be discouraged where more generous
standards are applied in areas with PTAL 2. This
will however be offset by PTAL improvements
across the borough and the application of more
flexible standards will also be determined by other
local characteristics such as on-street parking
stress, rather than just applying a blanket-
approach.

This option is likely to have a minimal overall influence
on travel by sustainable transport. The option will be in
favour of sustainable travel by not over-providing off-
street provision in the most accessible locations, but
could discourage the use of sustainable transport
modes within the moderately accessible areas (PTAL
3) or within certain pockets of PTAL 2 where
accessibility is higher in reality. However, this will be
offset by PTAL improvements across the borough and
again, other local characteristics will also need to be
considered before applying the more flexible
standards, as opposed to just applying the more
flexible standards across all areas. Furthermore,
residents may be more comfortable leaving their car at
home and utilising other travel modes given that these
will be more likely to be parked on-site.

Neutral effect
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The adopted London Plan standards — added
flexibility in areas of PTAL 1a-1b, with limited
parts in PTAL 2

LB Richmond-upon-Thames’s current parking
standards

A new set of standards — added flexibility in areas
of PTAL 1a-2, with limited parts in PTAL 3

2. To reduce car dependency and the
associated environmental implications. To
achieve this objective, the option will be
required to result in the following relative to
the other two options:

a. Reduce car ownership levels and therefore
the associated parking demand, which
could partially be achieved by increasing
car club membership levels;

b. Reduce car journeys and therefore the
total mileage of residents within the
borough; and

c. Improve air quality by reducing vehicular
emissions;

Car ownership levels are above the Outer London average in LB Richmond-upon-Thames. The parking standards will influence car ownership levels by affecting
the levels of off-street car parking provision provided at new housing developments. Again, the parking standards are maximum standards. Car-free
developments may be appropriate in areas with a PTAL of 5 or 6, such as in town centre locations, and where controls are in place to ensure the development
does not contribute to on-street parking e.g. within a CPZ. It is therefore considered that all three options will be inherently in favour of restricting car
ownership levels (at least in the most accessible locations) and encouraging the use of car clubs at these locations.

Car ownership levels have slightly reduced in recent years, with a much higher reduction in the proportion of residents commuting as a car driver. This suggests

that whilst car parking availability has an influence on car ownership levels, there is less of a clear trend between parking availability and car use. Furthermore,

vehicles are more frequently being left outside of residential properties during the day, as residents commute by alternative modes of travel (whilst still owning a

car). This highlights the importance of other measures which can be implemented to manage parking and influence car ownership levels in residential and high
street such as parking restrictions including CPZs and encouraging membership to car clubs.

Future dependence on private car travel is projected to further decrease in the short-term due to the projected PTAL improvements and increase in car club
membership levels which will further reduce (and also result from) reduced car ownership. It is therefore considered that the type of parking provision (on-street v
off-street) is just as important as the overall availability of provision given the increasing parking demand in residential areas. Whilst the parking standards will
influence car ownership levels, there is less opportunity for these to affect car journeys and therefore the associated implications of vehicular emissions and
impacts on air quality.

This option is likely to have a minimal overall influence
on car ownership levels as whilst off-street car parking
provision will be limited in the most accessible
locations, higher car ownership may be encouraged in

This option is likely to reduce car ownership levels | This option is likely to reduce car ownership levels
by limiting off-street car parking provision at new | across the majority of locations by limiting off-street

housing developments. This will therefore reduce car parking provision at new housing the less accessible areas (PTAL 1a-2) where greater
overall parking demand but is likely to result in developments. Additional off-street provision will levels of off-street provision are provided Thisgo tion
additional vehicles being parked on-street i.e. as however be made available within certain less has th t pot F; | o red pl I d pt'
there will be less potential for these vehicles to be accessible parts (PTAL 1a-1b) of the borough as the most potential fo recuice locallsed congestion
accommodated on-site. Car journeys and which could increase car ownership levels. It is resulting from on-street parking stress and

inappropriate parking which will partially offset the air
quality implications of additional car journeys and
emissions. These issues will however still be

associated emissions are also anticipated to be anticipated that the potential subsequent increase
lower for this option but to a lesser degree than in car journeys (and emissions) will be limited given

car ownership. The associated medium and long- the existing reliance on vehicular travel modes worsened on the whole aiven that th
term benefits to air quality may be partially offset | within these areas. This option will also potentially ° skg © to d ed o I?j © I ? the more g[enefzrtohus
by increased on-street parking stress and address on-street parking pressures and localised b%arl;umﬁ STﬂ?s \?V';szaoiﬁ b:ﬁfn?{eg noeng][ﬁjeolgs)go iv§n
inappropriate parking which could increase congestion levels in the most constrained areas by that thge étandards v?ill have less potential to infl’ugence
localised congestion levels and journey times. | providing additional off-street parking. Nonetheless, dt hp Furth thi
The extent to which this option can reduce car car dependency and the associated environmental car l:.se cqlrrparit ° cabr cl)wners 'pk'. u e'rlmglr.?, IS
dependency and associated environmental implications will be likely to increase albeit to a ?p lon W]! ?feet otre- alance ??r: ng a¥a| ablity 'g
implications will therefore be limited. limited degree. avour ot Ofi-street provision at Ihe mMost pressure

locations, rather than encouraging increased car

Neutral effect ownership through over-providing.
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The adopted London Plan standards — added

flexibility in areas of PTAL 1a-1b, with limited A new set of standards — added flexibility in areas

of PTAL 1a-2, with limited parts in PTAL 3

LB Richmond-upon-Thames’s current parking
standards

3. To improve conditions on the local highway
network. To achieve this objective, the
option will be required to result in the
following relative to the other two options:

a. Reduce overspill parking and therefore on-
street parking stress levels , particularly in
areas where these pressures are highest;

b. Reduce inappropriate parking e.g. across
dropped kerbs, or illegal parking e.g. within
CPZs; and

c. Improve highway safety for all users
including pedestrians and wheelchair
users.

parts in PTAL 2

LB Richmond-upon-Thames experiences high levels of on-street parking stress within certain areas. The parking beat surveys demonstrate that pressures tend
to be highest within moderately accessible areas (PTAL 2-3) that are situated outside of CPZs which suggests that there is insufficient off-street parking
availability at these locations which can be directly related to the existing parking standards. Parking pressures tend to be lower in the most accessible
areas of the borough e.g. town centres, due to the operation of CPZs, better opportunities to utilise public transport, higher uptake or car clubs and opportunities
for car-free developments where appropriate, which have all helped to reduce car ownership levels. Parking pressures tend to be lowest in the least accessible
parts of the borough (PTAL 1a-1b) where there is a greater availability of on-street and off-street parking.

The surveys undertaken at the recently completed housing developments revealed that car parking tends to be provided towards the upper end of the maximum
standards. Nonetheless, it is suspected that insufficient parking was provided at one of the sites which may have resulted in overspill parking. There is a
particular need for the parking standards to avoid contributing towards existing parking pressures and overspill parking due to the associated implications such
as inappropriate parking and reduced highway safety.

Whilst borough-wide car ownership levels have been falling and are continued to be expected to do so, the overall number of owned vehicles will increase.
Furthermore, car use (for commuting purposes) has been shown to be falling at a greater rate than car ownership which suggests that parking levels have
conversely been increasing in residential areas (particularly PTAL 2-3) as residents utilise alternative modes to travel to work whilst continuing to own a vehicle.
The projected increase in car club membership levels has the potential to reduce car ownership in the most accessible parts of the borough, but to a much more
limited extent within the poorest areas (PTAL 1a-1b).

This option will continue to exacerbate on-street
parking pressures across the borough particularly
in the moderately accessible areas (PTAL 2-3)
outside of CPZs where existing pressures have
been found to be highest. Whilst some flexibility is
permitted for larger households outside of CPZs,
this will have limited scope to ease pressures in
the areas where higher density developments are
proposed with smaller units. Furthermore, whilst
car ownership levels may be reduced by limiting
off-street provision, this option is the most likely to
contribute towards additional overspill parking,
inappropriate parking and associated safety
concerns. This option will therefore be expected
to cause significant harm to conditions on the
local highway network.

Major negative effect

This option will allow more flexibility in the limited
areas of PTAL 2 where on-street parking pressures
have been found to exist. This will therefore help to

re-balance parking in favour of off-street parking
provision so that overspill and inappropriate parking

can be prevented to thereby ease any existing
safety concerns. Whilst car ownership levels could
increase at these locations, any additional vehicles
would be expected to be accommodated on-site so
as not to increase local on-street parking
pressures. There is also currently wider parking
availability in the less accessible areas (PTAL 1a-
1b) where on-street parking stress levels are
lowest. The scope of this option is however limited
as this will not prevent a deterioration in local
highway conditions within all of the moderately
accessible areas (PTAL 2-3) where the highest on-
street parking pressures have been observed. This
option will therefore have benefits in certain areas,
whilst continuing to cause pressures in others.

Neutral effect

This option will benefit local highway conditions by
allowing greater flexibility in off-street car parking
provision for new housing situated in areas where the
greatest on-street parking pressures currently exist
(PTAL 2-3, outside of CPZs). Therefore, whilst car
ownership levels may increase, these additional
vehicles would be expected to be accommodated on-
site. Increased car ownership levels may also be
partially offset in these areas through anticipated
improvements to public transport accessibility and
increased car club membership. The wider parking
availability in the less accessible areas (PTAL 1a-1b)
will also be retained so that new pressures are not
introduced. As such, this option will be expected to
significantly reduce instances of inappropriate parking
and the associated safety concerns compared to the
other two options. The maximum standards will
continue to restrict parking availability within the most
accessible parts of the borough to deter car
ownership.

Major positive effect
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5.7 Preferred Option

Table 5-6 below presents a summary of the effects of the three options against each of the objectives. This has been
informed by the qualitative comparative scoring system set out earlier within Section 5.4.

Table 5-6: Assessment Summary

Objective

Overall
Sustainable | Car Dependency &| Local Highway Score
Travel the Environment Network

LB Richmond-upon-Thames’s
current parking standards

The adopted London Plan standards
2 | —added flexibility in areas of PTAL O
1a-1b, with limited parts in PTAL 2

A new set of standards — added
3 | flexibility in areas of PTAL 1a-2, 0 4
with limited parts in PTAL 3

Table 5-6 shows that each option is anticipated to have a mixture of positive and negative effects based on the three key
objectives examined as part of the study. The existing parking standards are anticipated to have the least overall benefits
as although this will favour sustainable transport, it is expected to significantly harm conditions on the local highway
network compared to the other two options. The adopted London Plan standards are anticipated to have a balanced
outcome by again favouring sustainable transport but increasing car dependency and environmental implications. The new
set of standards are expected to result in the greatest net benefits compared to the other two options as although this will
increase car dependency and environmental implications, this will significantly favour the local highway network by
reducing on-street parking pressures and improving highway safety. Option 3 (a new set of standards) therefore forms
the preferred option of this study.

In light of the above, the preferred option and therefore the proposed policy alteration to encourage more flexibility in
PTALs 1a-2, with limited parts of PTAL 3 within LB Richmond-upon-Thames where the majority of housing will be
delivered (see Table 5.4). The preferred option has been assessed to be generally positive for the local highway network
but slightly negative for environmental outcomes. The environmental impacts will be limited and can be mitigated through
(and not limited to) the following means:

e The added flexibility should be applied on a case-by-case basis (considering other factors such as on-street
parking stress for example) rather than as a blanket-wide approach for all new developments within PTAL 1a-2,
with limited parts of 3;

e The parking standards will continue to be maximum standards and car-free developments may be appropriate in
areas of PTAL 5 or 6, for example in town centre locations including within CPZs. This will restrict car ownership
and the associated car journeys and vehicular emissions in these locations;

e The added flexibility will re-balance parking in favour of off-street parking and may not necessarily increase car
emissions and environmental impacts given that these vehicles may have otherwise been parked on-street;

e  Whilst car parking availability has an influence on car ownership levels, this will not necessarily result in an
increase in car journeys and vehicular emissions as residents may still choose to travel by alternative means, but
it would provide local residents with the flexibility and potential of owning a car;

e  Furthermore, future dependence on private car travel is projected to decrease due to projected PTAL
improvements and increases in car club membership levels which will help to offset any additional car journeys
made as a result of the more flexible standards;

e Additional measures such as CPZs and encouraging car club membership can continue to be used to manage
parking and reduce car ownership levels particularly in areas with PTAL 3+; and

e Additional trips by sustainable travel modes can be encouraged through the cycle parking standards which are
explored in the next section. This will further help to reduce car dependency and the associated environmental
impacts.
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5.8 Supplementary Objectives

The following sets out details of the supplementary objectives which have been considered alongside the analysis of the
three options. These have been examined separately given that they are applicable to all three options and will therefore
support the recommendations.

Blue Badge Parking

The first supplementary objective seeks for the standards to cater for all user types, including residents of wheelchair
accessible units by providing sufficient disabled parking. The London Plan requires 10% of new housing to be wheelchair
accessible or easily adaptable to become wheelchair accessible if needed and refers to the Mayor of London’s Housing
SPG (March 2016) which requires each wheelchair accessible unit to have an associated blue badge parking bay. This
therefore equates to a minimum of 10% blue badge parking bays provided at a new development based on the number of
dwellings, even for car-free schemes. The LB Richmond-upon-Thames blue badge parking requirements are in line with
the London Plan requirements, where blue badge parking provided in support of new housing should be equivalent to at
least 10% of overall dwellings, or provided at a 1:1 ratio with wheelchair accessible units.

New housing should always be supported by a suitable level of blue badge parking and as previously demonstrated; the
six surveyed sites all provided disabled parking in line with the London Plan requirements and therefore the LB Richmond-
upon-Thames car parking standards. The summary has been re-presented in Table 5-7 below.

Table 5-7: Disabled Parking Provision and Recently Completed Housing Developments

Disabled Car
. Wheelchair Total Car Disabled Car Dlsa.bled Parking
Site . . : EWIFES Spaces per
Accessible Parking Parking . .
Reference . . . Proportion of Wheelchair
Units Provided Provided .
Total Accessible
Unit
A 3 20 3 15.0% 1.0
B 7 68 7 10.3% 1.0
C 6 31 6 19.4% 1.0
D Unknown 18 1 5.6% Unknown
E 10 85 10 11.8% 1.0
F 9 94 9 9.6% 1.0

It is recognised that some authorities do not request that disabled parking is provided on a 1:1 basis for wheelchair
accessible homes, as this can lead to considerable overprovisions of these facilities. The London Borough of Tower
Hamlets for example require in their Core Strategy and Development Control Plan (2007) that disabled parking is
provided, as a minimum, as either two spaces or 10% of the total parking provision whichever is greater. This is instead of
providing one space per dwelling, where it is often assumed that 10% of the total housing provision will be wheelchair
accessible. From experience, it can be possible to identify additional spaces above this provision level which can be
provided to accessible standards but not marked as such, so that these can be easily converted to disabled spaces later
on, should there be sufficient demand.

On the basis of the above, a reduced level of disabled provision would have been provided at Sites A, C and E if only 10%
of the total parking provision had been provided, whilst a similar level of provision would have been made at Sites B and F
(with unknown details for Site D). It is therefore considered that the current residential blue badge parking requirements
are appropriate particularly given that the overnight parking beat surveys demonstrated that the majority of on-street
disabled parking bays were in use across the eight surveyed areas and that there is therefore a need for new housing to
provide a sufficient level of disabled parking to meet the needs of all users.

Cycle Parking

The second supplementary objective seeks to encourage cycling as a main mode of travel by providing sufficient levels of
cycle parking through the standards. The LB Richmond-upon-Thames and London Plan minimum cycle parking standards
are presented in Tables 5-8 and 5-9 respectively.
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Table 5-8: LB Richmond-upon-Thames Minimum Residential Cycle Parking Standards

Number of ‘ Number of
Bedrooms Spaces
1-2 1
3 1
4+ 2

Table 5-9: London Plan Minimum Residential Cycle Parking Standards

Number of Number of
Bedrooms Spaces
1 1
2+ 2

Table 5-9 demonstrates that the London Plan standards are more generous than the current LB Richmond-upon-Thames
guidelines. The proportion (and therefore number) of residents cycling within the borough has significantly increased over
recent years. Therefore, in order to continue to support this trend and maximise the potential for cycling, it is considered
that LB Richmond-upon-Thames should seek to adopt the higher London Plan maximum standards, including the
requirements for visitor provision (one space per 40 units). This will also help to reduce dependency on car travel with a
view to improving air quality and the environment by reducing vehicular emissions.

Land Take/Public Realm

The third supplementary objective seeks to reduce the level of land take required by parking within new developments
(and therefore within the borough) with the aim to improve the public realm. Whilst the three different options will affect the
level of off-street parking provided in support of a proportion of new housing, this will also have an effect on on-street
parking demand and the space taken up by vehicles on the local highway network. The more flexible standards under the
preferred option will increase the level of off-street parking land take in new developments where the added flexibility is
applied but will subsequently reduce on-street parking uptake.

The approximate land take of off-street parking provision ultimately depends on the type of parking provided. For example,
surface level parking will generally take up more land than underground parking provided in support of larger schemes or
podium parking provided in support of smaller developments. The level of land take will also be affected by the quality of
residential scheme design and constraints such as site size and layout e.g. a regular shaped car park with efficiently
organised bay parking will typically require less land than an irregularly shaped car park with bays positioned at angles.
The OLC Fourth Report estimates average off-street parking land take at a range of 19-24sgm per bay. This equates to a
typical bay size of 2.4m x 4.8m (11.5sgm) with an associated aisle width of 2.4m x 3.0m per bay (7.2sgm) and the
additional space for providing access/egress to the car park. This range also reflects the efficiency of a parking layout,
which tends to be higher for larger car parks.

A comparison has been undertaken between the flexibility permitted under the existing London Plan standards (added
flexibility in areas of PTAL 1a-1b, with limited parts in PTAL 2) and the new standards proposed under the preferred option
(added flexibility in areas of PTAL 1a-2, with limited parts in PTAL 3). This has been informed by the projected delivery of
housing across the borough using the supply figures for 2016 to 2026 to represent an average ten year period. This has
also been informed by the details set out in Table 5-4 which separates the housing trajectory by PTAL. The results of this
exercise have been set out in Table 5-10 below.

It should be noted that the identified housing land supply over the next five years benefits largely from existing
permissions, which have already been consented in line with existing adopted parking standards (i.e. Development
Management Plan 2011). As the broad pattern of development is expected to continue, those figures in the future housing
land supply have been used to model the potential change in future years.
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Table 5-10: Application of Parking Standards Flexibility to Projected Ten Year Housing Delivery (based on supply
figures for 2016-2026)

Increased Applicability of

Estimated London Plan New Standards Flexibility due
Total Housing to New Standards
Delivery
(Ten Years) Szt):igtlﬁ; # Units Sztgtlﬁ; # Units # Units % Units

1 440 50% 220 50% 220 0 0%
1to2 444 50% 222 50% 222 0 0%

2 767 25% 192 50% 383 +191 +25%
2103 1,366 0% 0 25% 342 +342 +25%
3to6 1,012 0% 0 0% 0 0 0%
Total 4,029 - 634 - 1,167 +533 +13%

Table 5-10 shows that when compared to the existing London Plan standards, the more flexible element of the new
standards could be applicable to an additional 533 dwellings as these are delivered across LB Richmond-upon-Thames
over an average ten year period. This is equivalent to an additional 53 dwellings per year, or an additional 13% of the total
number of dwellings which are projected to be delivered within the borough. On this basis, it is considered that the new
standards could potentially result in 27-53 additional off-street parking bays per year (compared to the London Plan
standards) depending on the degree of flexibility applied e.g. an additional 0.5-1.0 spaces per dwelling.

It is considered that the additional off-street parking provision required by the more flexible standards could be
incorporated into the initial design/viability process. This could enable solutions to be identified so that the parking
requirements of residents can be met without having to reduce housing density levels. The additional off-street parking
land take could also potentially be mitigated through:

e Higher density developments;

e Underground parking (larger schemes);
e  Podium parking (smaller developments);
e More efficient parking layouts;

e Shared parking between developments; and
e Limiting the provision of garages (which may not be used to park vehicles).

In light of the above, it is considered that the additional flexibility in the parking standards under the preferred option will
not necessarily increase the level of off-street parking land take by 19-24sgm per bay. The additional off-street parking
land take resulting from the preferred option is therefore not anticipated to significantly affect housing density or the ability
to deliver housing in line with the London Plan targets, particularly given that these are already due to be exceeded by 879
dwellings over a ten year period. The added flexibility of the preferred option is in keeping with the objectives of this study
and will improve the surrounding streetscape by restricting excess on-street car parking demand. This will also re-balance
the surrounding environment in favour of pedestrians and cyclists by reducing the dominance of vehicles.
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6 Review of Destination Parking Standards

6.1 Introduction

The study has so far predominantly focused on the residential parking standards and this section is therefore designed to
provide an appreciation of the destination parking standards for commercial developments within the borough. National
planning guidance (NPPF and NPPG) states that parking provision should be enhanced to encourage the vitality of town
centres and that a shortage of parking for commercial uses can constrain economic growth. However, whilst the Mayor
supports further office development in Outer London, this should be achieved without contributing towards unacceptable
levels of congestion and pollution which could occur as a result of an over-provision of parking. The destination standards
have been examined in relation to the key objectives of this study.

In a similar fashion to the residential standards, the London Plan allows Outer London Boroughs some flexibility in setting
their destination parking standards where there is firstly a demonstrable need and where this would secondly not have
unacceptable adverse impacts on the wider transport network and on air quality. A comparison has therefore been
undertaken between the London Plan and LB Richmond-upon-Thames destination parking standards for a selection of
commercial uses to identify differences in their requirements and the possible implications of these. The parking standards
for education uses have also been briefly examined. Again, the standards should be considered alongside other town
centre parking management strategies to help reduce the impact of parking on the surrounding highway network.

6.2 Retail and Employment Uses

The projected delivery of retail floorspace within LB Richmond-upon-Thames (up to 2024) has been identified below in
Table 6-1 to provide a focus for the comparison exercise i.e. based on the likely locations of new developments.

Table 6-1: Anticipated Delivery of Retail Floorspace in LB Richmond-upon-Thames up to 2024

Approximate Floorspace

Location PTAL ‘ (sqm)

Richmond (Major Town Centre) Mon-Sat (08:30-18:30) 5t06 7,000

Twickenham (District Centre) Mon-Sat (08:30-18:30) 05 2,300

Teddington (District Centre) Mon-Fri (08:30-10:30) 3 1,300

East Sheen (District Centre) Mon-Fri (10:00-12:00) 2 1,000
Whitton (District Centre) Variable (Twickenham Event Zone) 2 900

Local Centres* Variable (moariqlg:%ci?-zlfgo;o:oo-'l6:30 2103 3,200

Total - - 15,700

*Barnes, East Twickenham, Hampton Hill, Hampton Village, Ham Common, Kew Gardens Station & St Margarets

The majority of the employment uses are also anticipated to take place within the town and district centres with an
estimated 18,000 jobs to be delivered between 2011 and 2031.

Based on the above, the London Plan standards have been examined for developments situated in Outer London
locations subject to a PTAL of 2-4 (more generous) and 5-6 (less generous) and compared with the LB Richmond-upon-
Thames standards for those situated in CPZs (less generous).

The London Plan and LB Richmond-upon-Thames destination car parking standards have been compared for the
following retail uses:

e A1 Shops
e A2 Financial and Professional Services

e A3-A5 Food and Drink
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The car parking standards have also been compared for the following employment uses:

e B1 Office

e B2 General Industrial

The disabled parking standards and cycle parking standards have been examined separately later within this section.

6.3 Car Parking Standards

Retail

The maximum car parking standards for retail land uses are set out in Table 6-2 below and are based on the Gross
Internal Area (GIA) of the proposed development, where up to one space can be provided per area shown. For example,
for a development comprising 500sgm of A1 shops in a PTAL 5-6, the London Plan would require a maximum of one
space per 40-60sgm which equates to a maximum of eight car parking spaces.

Table 6-2: Maximum Non-Operational Car Parking Standards for Retail Uses

London Plan (GIA) LB-Richmond-upon-Thames (GIA)

Land Use Outer London Remainder of
PTAL 56 | PTAL 2-4 Borough

Richmond & Twickenham town

A1 Non-Food Retail 60-40sqm | 50-30sqm | Sentres: Operational parking only As CPZ

Elsewhere: 50-100sgm

A1 Food Retail 75-50sgm 50-35sgm 20sgm As CPZ
A1 Garden centre / DIY 30sgm (although considered on

Store 65-45sgm | 45-30sgm site’s merits) As CPZ

. . 300-450sqm
A2 Financial and 100-600sgm 600sgm (depending on proximity

Professional Services . !
to rail stations)

A3-A5 Food: up to 500sgm 75sgm 50-35sgqm | A3-A4: 16sgm of net dining floor
- . area A3-A4: 8sqm of net
A3 ASSEggghup © 45-30sqm | 30-20sqm dining floor area
A5: Off-street provision only for
A3-A5 Food: over 2500sqm | 38-25sqm 25-18sqm delivery vehicles, motorcycles A5: As CPZ
and scooters

Table 6-2 shows that the London Plan standards tend to be less generous in the more accessible areas (PTAL 5-6) where
fewer space are permitted. This is also the case for the LB Richmond-upon-Thames standards on the basis that:

e  Only operational parking is permitted in support of A1 Non-Food Retail within Richmond and Twickenham town
centres which have higher PTALs than all other areas within the borough; and

e The standards are less generous for developments situated within CPZs (which tend to have higher PTALSs) in
the case of the A2, A3 and A4 land uses.

Table 6-2 also indicates that the London Plan standards are more generous than the LB Richmond-upon-Thames CPZ
standards for A1 Non-Food Retail, A2 Financial and Professional Services and A5 Hot Food Takeaways. The standards
are comparable for the other uses except for A1 Food Retail where the LB Richmond-upon-Thames standards are more
generous. Whilst the LB Richmond-upon-Thames CPZ standards appear to be more generous for A3 Restaurants and
Cafes and A4 Drinking Establishments, these are based on net dining floor area, as opposed to overall GIA and are
therefore considered to be more comparable e.g. if net dining area represents 80% of overall GIA, then the standards
would result in a maximum of one space per 20sgm.

In terms of Electric Vehicle Charging Points (EVCPs) for retail uses, the London Plan requires 10% of all spaces to be
active spaces with an additional 10% passive provision to accommodate for future demand.
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Employment

The maximum car parking standards for employment land uses are set out in Table 6-3 below and are again based on the
GIA of the proposed use, where up to one space can be provided per area shown. For example, a maximum of one space
would be permitted per 500sgm of B2 use based on the London Plan. The London Plan does not separate the
employment standards out by PTAL as for the retail uses.

Table 6-3: Maximum Non-Operational Car Parking Standards for Employment Uses

London Plan (GIA) LB-Richmond-upon-Thames (GIA)

Outer London Remainder of Borough

Land Use

B1 Office 100-600sgm
B1 Office (in locations 300sam 100-200sqm (depending on
identified through a DPD 50-100sgm a proximity to rail stations)

where more generous
standards should apply)

200-450sqm (depending on
proximity to rail stations)

B2 General Industry 500sgm 600sgm

It is considered that the less generous London Plan standards would be applicable to new developments situated within
higher PTAL areas. The LB Richmond-upon-Thames standards again have more generous standards for those
employment uses situated outside of CPZs.

Table 6-3 demonstrates that the London Plan standards tend to be more generous than the LB Richmond-upon-Thames
CPZ standards for B1 Office and B2 General Industry. The London Plan standards are only less generous when the B1
Office standards are applied towards the upper threshold of up to one space per 600sgm which would be applied in the
most accessible locations.

In terms of EVCPs for employment uses, the London Plan requires 20% of all spaces to be active spaces and with an
additional 10% passive provision to accommodate for future demand.

Education

The maximum car parking standards for education land uses are set out in Table 6-4 below. The LB Richmond-upon-
Thames standards are based on staff numbers whilst no standards are explicitly set out for education land uses within the
London Plan. It is therefore considered that the provision should consistent with the objectives of the London Plan i.e. to
reduce traffic levels and congestion and to encourage travel by sustainable travel modes.

Table 6-4: Maximum Car Parking Standards for Education Uses

London Plan LB-Richmond-upon-Thames

Outer London Remainder of Borough

Land Use

1 space per 2 staff. Arrangements

No specific standards for education — | must also be made for appropriate
D1 Schools it is therefore considered that the setting down areas and visitor 1 space per 2 staff
provision should consistent with the parking spaces. Adequate
objectives of the London Plan facilities for the setting down of

coaches shall also be considered.

The adjacent Outer London boroughs of RB Kingston-upon-Thames and LB Hounslow also do not set out any specific car
parking standards for education uses which are either based on the London Plan or require the level of provision to be
assessed on a case-by-case basis. The LB Richmond-upon-Thames standards are therefore the only standards which
provide specific standards and are designed to restrict parking levels for staff and visitors (including parents) by only
permitting one space per two staff members.

Summary

In summary, the London Plan standards tend to apply more generous destination standards in Outer London boroughs
when compared to those applied within the CPZs of LB Richmond-upon-Thames where the majority of new retail and
employment uses are projected to be delivered. It is therefore considered that the existing destination car parking
standards should be retained in order to be aligned with the following objectives of this study:

e To encourage travel by sustainable travel modes i.e. walking, cycling and public transport, to maximise the
health and well-being of the population;
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e Toreduce car dependency and the associated environmental implications; and

e To reduce the level of land take required by parking within new developments (and therefore within the borough)
with the aim to improve the public realm.

The above also applies to the education uses where the LB Richmond-upon-Thames standards are designed to restrict
parking to all users including staff and visitors. The retention of the existing less generous maximum standards is also
considered to be in line with the DfT’s Research into the Use and Effectiveness of Maximum Parking Standards’ (2008)
which states that:

e Parking can be an effective demand management tool;
e Thereis a clear link between parking availability and car use;
e Restricting parking numbers can influence mode choice and reduce parking demand; and

e  Without implementing maximum standards, there is a risk that there will be significant negative effects on other
areas of transport policy.

Furthermore, the application of less generous standards is considered to be appropriate in the town centre locations given
that:

e The Richmond and Twickenham town centre locations are accessible by public transport (PTALs 4-6);
e There is a high availability of car clubs within the town centre locations and membership levels are increasing;

e  The proportion of residents commuting by public transport and cycling has increased significantly within recent
years (see comparison between 2001 and 2011 Census data); and

e There is a need to promote alternatives to private car travel including for commuting purposes.

Lastly, whilst less generous maximum standards can contribute towards a higher level of on-street parking demand, the
majority of retail and employment uses are projected to be delivered within CPZs. The application of less generous
standards is therefore considered to be appropriate given that the existing controls on the surrounding roads will help to
reduce overspill parking, on-street parking stress levels, inappropriate parking and associated safety implications. It is
therefore not considered that the less generous standards would cause harm to the local highway network if this is
managed appropriately.

6.4 Disabled Parking Standards

The LB Richmond-upon-Thames disabled parking requirements for non-residential uses are currently in line with the
London Plan standards which require all non-residential developments (including those that are car-free) to provide at
least one accessible on or off-street car parking bay designated for blue badge holders. Furthermore, any non-residential
development providing off-street parking should ensure at least two bays designated for blue badge holders are provided.
The London Plan non-residential blue badge bay requirements have been set out in Table 6-5 below and are based on
those recommended in BS 8300:2009.

Table 6-5: Non-Residential Blue Badge Parking Bays Recommended in London Plan

Provision from the Outset

Number of spaces for Number of spaces for
each employee who is a visiting disabled
disabled motorist motorists

Future Provision

Building Type

Number of enlarged
standard spaces

. A further 5% of the total
0,
Workplaces One space 5% of the total capacity capacity
i i 0,
Shopplng,'r'e.creatlon and One space 6% of the total capacity A further 4% of the total
leisure facilities capacity
. - . A further 5% of the total
0,
Railway buildings One space 5% of the total capacity capacity
— — o
Rellgloug buildings and Two spaces or 6% whichever is the greater A further 4% of the total
crematoria capacity
Sports facilities Determined according to the usage of the sports facility

The standards are partially based on a percentage of the total car parking provision and will therefore need to be carefully
assessed to ensure that adequate provision is made for disabled people. This will also vary depending on the size, nature
and location of each new development, as well as the characteristics explored as part of the residential parking standards
such as PTAL. It is however considered that the LB Richmond-upon-Thames blue badge parking standards should
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continue to reflect the London Plan standards given that these require provision based on the number of employees that
are disabled motorists and are therefore designed to cater for all user types. This also provides a consistent approach with
the residential standards which are also in line with the London Plan standards.

6.5 Cycle Parking Standards

The London Plan and LB Richmond-upon-Thames minimum cycle parking standards for the retail, employment and
education uses are set out in Table 6-6 below. The London Plan standards separate the standards between long-stay
provision for staff and short-stay provision for customers and visitors. The LB Richmond-upon-Thames standards
represent the total provision required. Unlike the car parking standards, the requirements are the same regardless of
PTAL or whether the development is situated within a CPZ.

Table 6-6: Minimum Cycle Parking Standards — Retail and Employment

LB Richmond-upon-

London Plan (GIA) Thames (GIA)

Land Use Outer London All Areas

Long-Stay Short-Stay Total Provision

From a threshold of
From a threshold of 100sgm: first 750sgm: 1

Food retail 100sgm: 1 space per space per 40sgm, 1 space per 200sgm
175sgm thereafter: 1 space per
300sgm

AT From a threshold of From a threshold of 1 space per 100sgm

100sgm: first 100sgm: first 1,000sgm: . (Richmond and

. Twickenham town centres)
Non-food retail 1,000sgm: 1 space per 1 space per 125sgm,

250sgm, thereafter: 1 thereafter: 1 space per 1 space per 200sam

space per 1,000sgm 1,000sgm P P q

(elsewhere)

Financial / professional

A2 . 1 space per 125sgm
services
A3 Cat 4 rest . From a threshold of From a threshold of 1 space per 20 staff + 1
ares and restaurants 100sgm: 1 space per 100sgm: 1 space per per 20 customers
— - 175sgm 40sgm
A4 Drinking establishments 1 space per 100sgm
A5 Hot food takeaways 1 space per 50sgm
First 5,000sgm: 1 space
Business offices 1 space per 150sgm per 500sgm, thereafter: 1 1 space per 200sgm
B1 space per 5,000sgm
Light industry and
research and 1 space per 250sgm 1 space per 1,000sgm 1 space per 200sgm
development
General industrial,
B2-B8 storage or distribution 1 space per 500sgm 1 space per 1,000sgm 1 space per 200sgm
Nurseries/Schools 1 space per 8 staff + 1 5 spaces per classroom
D1 (Primary and P P 1 space per 100 students | depending on the nature of

space per 8 students the school

Secondary)

The above standards (excluding education) have each been applied to a proposed development comprising 1,000sgm for
each land use so that a more direct comparison can be made between the standards. The education standards have been
applied to a two-form entry primary school with 420 pupils, 30 staff and 14 classrooms i.e. seven year groups with two
forms each. The results have been summarised in Table 6-7.
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Table 6-7: Comparison of Minimum Cycle Parking Requirements — Retail and Employment (1,000sqm) and
Education (420 pupils, 30 staff and 14 classrooms)

Minimum Cycle Parking Requirement (Spaces)
Most Generous

Land Use Standard

London Plan LB Richmond-upon-
Thames

. 26
Food retail (6 long-stay + 20 short-stay) 5 London Plan
10
Al 12 (Richmond/Twickenham
Non-food retail (4 long-stay + 8 short-stay) town centres) London Plan
5 (elsewhere)
A2 Financial / professional 8 London Plan
services
A3 Cafes and restaurants 31 Unknown -
— - (6 long-stay + 25 short-stay)
A4 Drinking establishments 10 London Plan
A5 Hot food takeaways 20 London Plan
. ) 9
y Business offices (7 long-stay + 2 short-stay) 5 London Plan
Light industry and research 5
and development (4 long-stay + 1 short-stay) 5 Comparable
B2-B8 General industrial, storage 3 5 LB Richmond-
or distribution (2 long-stay + 1 short-stay) upon-Thames
D1 Nurseries/Schools (Primary 62 70 LB Richmond-
and Secondary) (57 long-stay + 5 short-stay) upon-Thames

Table 6-7 indicates that the London Plan cycle parking standards tend to be more generous than the LB Richmond-upon-
Thames standards for retail and employment uses. It is therefore considered that the London Plan cycle parking standards
should be adopted for retail and employment uses so that suitable levels of cycle parking are provided for staff, customers
and visitors i.e. a suitable mixture between long and short-stay cycle parking provision. This will encourage cycling as a
main mode of travel and will also be in line with the recommendations on the residential cycle parking standards which are
also proposed to be in line with the London Plan given the high uptake of this travel mode within the borough. It is
nonetheless considered that the existing LB Richmond-upon-Thames cycle parking standards should be retained for
education uses given that these are more comparable to the London Plan (and slightly more generous based on the
example set out).

6.6 Summary of Key Findings

The London Plan destination car parking standards tend to be more generous for retail and employment uses within Outer
London than those currently adopted by LB Richmond-upon-Thames standards where the majority of these uses are
projected to be delivered i.e. within CPZs. It is considered that the existing less generous standards should be retained to
encourage travel by sustainable travel modes, reduce car dependency and reduce the level of land take required by
parking within new commercial developments. This can furthermore be used as a demand management tool alongside the
use of CPZs which will help to reduce on-street parking stress levels and inappropriate parking. It is considered that there
are very good opportunities to access the town centre locations by other means to the private motor vehicle including by
public transport and by bicycle. There is also a high availability of car clubs at these locations.

The existing disabled parking standards for non-residential uses are in line with the London Plan standards which base the
levels of provision on the number of employees that are disabled motorists as well as of a certain proportion of the overall
car parking provided in support of the development. Although this level of provision is considered to be appropriate for
meeting the needs of all user types, it is considered that the disabled provision should be carefully assessed on a case-by-
case basis to reflect the size, nature and location of each new development.

The London Plan cycle parking standards tend to be more generous for retail and employment uses than the LB
Richmond-upon-Thames standards. Therefore, in order to further encourage cycling as a main mode of travel, it is
considered that the London Plan standards should be adopted for these uses to provide suitable levels of long-stay and
short-stay cycle parking for staff, customers and visitors. This will support the high uptake and increasing trend of cycling
within the borough. The existing cycle parking standards for education uses are however more comparable to the London
Plan and should therefore be retained.
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7 Recommendations on Parking Standards

7.1 Introduction

This section presents the recommendations to inform LB Richmond-upon-Thames’ review of their Local Plan residential
parking policy and parking standards. These have been based on the main findings of the study and reflect the preferred
option for the residential car parking standards which is expected to result in the greatest net benefits when examined
against the three key objectives. There is also a requirement for the parking standards to be in line with the appropriate
national and regional policies whilst also reflecting local characteristics where necessary to address the challenges and
needs of different areas.

7.2 Objectives

The main objective of the recommendations on the residential car parking standards is to minimise the impact of parking
and car based travel on the operation of the highway network and on the local environment. This has been more clearly
defined within the three sub-objectives which have been used to assess parking standard options within Chapter 5 and
can be summarised as follows:

1. To encourage travel by sustainable travel modes i.e. walking, cycling and public transport, to maximise the
health and well-being of the population.

2. Toreduce car dependency and the associated environmental implications.

3. To improve conditions on the local highway network.
The following supplementary objectives have also been set as part of this study:

e To cater for all user types, including residents of wheelchair accessible units by providing sufficient disabled
parking;

e To encourage cycling as a main mode of travel by providing sufficient levels of cycle parking; and

e To reduce the level of land take required by parking within new developments (and therefore within the borough)
with the aim to improve the public realm.

7.3 Preferred Option

The preferred option has been assessed to result in the greatest net benefits based on the above when compared to the
other two options explored as part of the study. This option is therefore recommended within Table 7-1 and is also
considered to be in general conformity with the London Plan for the following reasons:

e The car parking standards will continue to be maximum standards and will allow for additional flexibility in certain
areas much like that introduced by the MALP for PTALs 0-1, with limited parts of 2;

e The added flexibility is comparable to other Outer London boroughs such as LB Barnet and LB Hillingdon where
more generous residential standards are permitted when compared to the London Plan as well as LB Richmond-
upon-Thames’ existing standards;

e The requirement for additional flexibility in the standards is limited compared to the London Plan and reflects the
high levels of on-street parking stress experienced within certain parts of the borough which would otherwise be
projected to worsen;

e The ability to set borough-wide standards is recognised by the London Plan and is considered to be appropriate;

e The standards should generally be met and there will be a continued requirement for developers to demonstrate
that any proposals for new housing would not have any adverse highway impacts; and

e Car-free developments will continue to be permitted and even encouraged in the most accessible locations such
as within CPZs, provided that the developer can demonstrate that there would be no adverse highway impacts.

Further to the above, the minimum residential cycle parking standards and blue badge parking requirements are also
recommended to be in line with the London Plan. A suitable level of blue badge parking will be required across all
developments including those which are proposed to be car-free.
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7.4 Recommendations

The recommendations on the residential car parking standards as well as the destination standards and other factors
considered by this study including blue badge parking and cycle parking are set out overleaf in Table 7-1.
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Table 7-1: Recommendations on the Residential Car Parking Standards

Recommendation

Amend the existing
residential car parking
standards so that more

Description

Residential Car Parking Standards

LB Richmond-upon-Thames experiences high levels of on-street parking stress across a number of
locations, as well as above average levels of car ownership compared to other Outer London boroughs.
This will therefore benefit local highway conditions by allowing greater flexibility in off-street car parking
provision for new housing situated in areas where the greatest on-street parking pressures currently exist

la flexibility is encouraged | (PTALs 2-3, outside of CPZs). Additionally, the associated implications of inappropriate parking and
in PTALs 1a-2, with safety concerns will also be expected to be improved by not further exacerbating on-street parking
limited parts of 3 pressures. The maximum standards will continue to restrict parking availability within the most accessible
parts of the borough to deter car ownership.
The added flexibility in the parking standards should be applied on a case-by-case basis (considering
other factors such as on-street parking stress for example) rather than as a blanket-wide approach for all
new developments within PTAL 1a-2, with limited parts of 3. The following PTAL 3 areas should be
considered to be applicable due to existing on-street parking stress:
e St Margarets;
e East Sheen; and
e  Hampton Hill.
To apply the additional The following PTAL 3 areas should also be considered to be applicable due to projected PTAL
1b flexibility on a case-by- improvements in the future which could increase parking demand:
case basis

o Kew;
e Mortlake and Barnes Common; and

e  Twickenham Riverside.

Additional factors such as housing mix and local car ownership levels should also be considered in line
with paragraph 39 of the NPPF, as well as the London Plan.

The added flexibility will re-balance parking in favour of off-street parking and may not necessarily
increase car emissions and environmental impacts given that these vehicles may have otherwise been
parked on-street.

Page 7-81

Objective(s)

To improve conditions on the
local highway network.
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Ref ‘ Recommendation ‘

To continue to
encourage provision
2 towards the upper end of
the maximum car parking
standards

Research to Support Borough-Wide Local Parking Standards

Description

Applicants of new developments should continue to provide parking towards the upper end of the
maximum parking standards to reduce the likelihood of potential car parking overspill onto the
surrounding highway network. Lower levels of provision will however be supported in areas where this
can be justified e.g. where there are lower levels of overnight on-street parking stress (below 85% based
on recommended LB Lambeth methodology threshold — see Appendix P), for sites situated in high PTAL
areas (5-6) and in line with local car ownership levels for comparable housing size, type and tenure.

Page 7-82

Objective(s)

To improve conditions on the
local highway network.

To encourage car-free
3 housing developments in
the appropriate locations

To retain the less
generous Borough-wide
destination car parking

standards

To maintain the
distinction between areas
situated within and
outside of CPZs

Car-free housing developments should continue to be encouraged within the most accessible locations
(PTAL 5-6) within CPZs including within Richmond and Twickenham town centres where there are very
good opportunities to utilise alternative travel modes including public transport. Residents should also be
encouraged to become members of car clubs at these locations.

Destination Car Parking Standards

To retain the borough’s less generous maximum standards for retail, employment and education uses (as
opposed to the London Plan), so that this can be used as an effective demand management tool by
reducing car use, car ownership and influencing sustainable travel in line with the DfT’s ‘Research into
the Use and Effectiveness of Maximum Parking Standards’ (2008).

Less Flexible Standards in CPZs

The less flexible standards should continue to be applied to new housing and commercial developments
situated within CPZs to avoid the over-provision of off-street parking at these locations. This will help to
reduce car ownership levels and the dependence on car travel in areas where there are greater
opportunities to make use of public transport and car club vehicles.

To encourage travel by
sustainable travel modes and
maximise the health and well-

being of the population.

To reduce car dependency and
the associated environmental
implications.

To encourage travel by
sustainable travel modes and
maximise the health and well-

being of the population.

To reduce car dependency and
the associated environmental
implications.

To encourage travel by
sustainable travel modes and
maximise the health and well-

being of the population.

To reduce car dependency and
the associated environmental
implications.
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Recommendation

Research to Support Borough-Wide Local Parking Standards

Description

Demand Management Measures

Page 7-83

Objective(s)

To review Community
Parking Zones (CPZs)

CPZs are a key tool which can be used to reduce on-street parking pressures in areas which experience
high levels of parking demand such as within town centre locations. Car ownership will be discouraged by
restricting parking availability in the local area and drivers will be deterred from parking inappropriately or
illegally through the enforcement of these restrictions. This will in turn encourage the use of alternative

To improve conditions on the
local highway network.

To encourage travel by
sustainable travel modes and

encourage car club
membership

To reduce off-street
8 parking land take in new
developments

developments where there would be a greater level of uptake and the promotion of existing and / or
provision of additional car clubs should be encouraged through development travel plans in all cases.

To reduce the land take required by off-street parking, the parking layouts of new housing developments
should be designed to accommodate parking as efficiently as possible. Furthermore, consideration to
providing parking on a separate level such as underground parking for larger developments, or podium
parking for smaller developments should be made to maximise the availability of land for dwellings and
the supporting public realm. The appropriate provision of additional off-street parking will improve the
surrounding streetscape in areas which experience on-street parking pressures by re-balancing this in
favour of pedestrians and cyclists by reducing the dominance that vehicles have on the surrounding
environment.

6 and continue with their more sustainable modes of travel as well as improving highway safety. The hours of operation of the maximise the health and well-
enforcement CPZs should be reviewed in the most pressured areas to determine whether they are currently being being of the population.
abused or can be made more effective. Consideration should also be made to extending existing CPZs or
providing new CPZs in areas where on-street parking pressures cannot solely be reduced through the | To reduce car dependency and
more flexible parking standards. the associated environmental
implications.
To support the provision | Car clubs should be considered alongside the parking standards to encourage modal shift and reduce car
: o : . . To reduce car dependency and
of car clubs and ownership levels in line with the London Plan. These could for example be required in new larger . .
7 the associated environmental

implications.

Additional Mitigation

To reduce the level of land take
required by parking within new
developments (and therefore
within the borough) with the aim to
improve the public realm.

To reduce car journeys
and vehicular emissions

To reduce single occupancy car journeys and vehicular emissions, car sharing should continue to be
promoted with new residential and commercial developments alongside the standards e.g. through the
implementation of travel plans. EVCPs should also be provided in line with the London Plan requirements
to support the uptake of lower emission electric vehicles. These measures will both reduce vehicular
emissions and the associated environmental implications including upon air quality.

To reduce car dependency and
the associated environmental
implications.
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Recommendation Description Objective(s)

Blue Badge Parking

To retain the current residential blue badge parking requirements for residential developments, as

To retain the current opposed to adopting lower standards such as 10% of overall car parking provision. The overnight parking

10 disabled parking beat surveys demonstrated that the majority of on-street disabled parking bays are currently in use and
standards for residential | that there is therefore a need for new housing to provide a sufficient level of disabled parking to meet the
developments needs of all user types in line with NPPG and the London Plan. This also takes into account the need for

To cater for all user types,
including residents of wheelchair
accessible units by providing
sufficient disabled parking.

future proofing developments for accessibility impaired residents and an ageing population.

To retain the current

11 disabled parking
standards for non-

residential developments

Cycle Parking

The proportion of residents cycling within the borough has significantly increased over recent years.

To retain the existing disabled parking standards for non-residential uses which are in line with the
London Plan and are designed to meet user needs. The provision should also be assessed on a case-by-
case basis to reflect the size, nature and location of each new development.

To adopt the London Therefore, in order to continue to support this trend and maximise the potential for cycling, it is considered

12 Plan minimum cycle that LB Richmond-upon-Thames should revise the cycle parking standards so that these are in line with
standards for residential | the more generous London Plan standards. This will help to improve the sustainability of transport
development provision, promote cycling and improve health and well-being, in line with NPPG. This will further help to

reduce car dependency and the associated environmental impacts. . )
To encourage cycling as a main

mode of travel by providing
sufficient levels of cycle parking.

The London Plan cycle parking standards tend to be more generous for retail and employment uses than

To adopt the London the LB Richmond-upon-Thames standards. Therefore, in order to further encourage cycling as a main

Plan minimum cycle

13 " mode of travel, it is considered that the London Plan standards should be adopted for these uses to | To reduce car dependency and
standards for retail and ) : : - o . .
provide suitable levels of long-stay and short-stay cycle parking for staff, customers and visitors. This will the associated environmental
employment uses - ; : : e . A
support the high uptake and increasing trend of cycling within the borough. implications.
To retain the existing The existing LB Richmond-upon-Thames cycle parking standards are comparable to the London Plan
14 cycle parking standards | and it is therefore considered that these should be retained given that these will result in similar (and
for education uses potentially more) levels of cycle parking being provided at educational establishments.
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Description

Parking Beat Survey Methodology

Page 7-85

Objective(s)

15

To adopt the LB Lambeth
parking beat survey
methodology and 85%
parking stress threshold

To adopt the LB Lambeth parking beat survey methodology (5.0m average vehicle spacing) which
provides a more accurate representation of the actual on-street parking capacity and average parking
stress of a study area than compared to the existing LB Richmond-upon-Thames methodology (5.5m
average vehicle spacing). The on-street parking stress threshold which is currently used to determine
whether capacity is considered to be close to being reached should accordingly be reduced from 90% to
85% to identify areas where new developments should make allowance for their parking demand to avoid
exacerbating existing on-street parking pressures. This will support the parking standards by ensuring
that new housing developments provide sufficient amounts of off-street parking in areas subject to high
levels of on-street parking stress. Further details of the supporting evidence base for this
recommendation are provided within Appendix P.

To improve conditions on the
local highway network.
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7.5 Framework for Implementation

The effects of the recommendations including the adoption of the preferred option should be monitored in relation to the
objectives of the study (see Section 7.2) including the target to improve conditions on the local highway network. The
assessment of the preferred option reveals that it will be generally positive for the local highway network but slightly
negative for environmental outcomes. The environmental impacts should therefore also be monitored and mitigated
through the measures previously set out in Section 5.7.

A framework for implementing, monitoring and reviewing the recommendations in relation to the objectives has been set
out below:

e The new standards should be monitored based on the number of additional parking spaces provided in support of
new housing developments over the next 5-10 years. This can then be converted to approximate additional off-
street land take required by parking to ascertain the potential impact on housing delivery within the borough in
relation to the London Plan targets.

e Monitor on-street parking stress levels in the most pressured areas such as surveyed sites 3 and 5, or those
with a moderate PTAL of 2-3 to determine whether these stabilise following the introduction of the more flexible
standards, or continue to increase. This should be undertaken on an annual basis with repeat surveys in areas
where the highest levels of new housing is anticipated to be delivered over the next 5-10 years e.g. St Margarets
and North Twickenham.

e Continue to monitor car club membership levels and the number of vehicles available across the borough on a
quarterly basis. Obtain additional details from car club operators (Zipcar and Enterprise) annually to understand
changes in vehicle utilisation levels and numbers of private vehicles sold and therefore potential reduction in
car dependency and car ownership levels as a result of car clubs.

e Continue to enforce the CPZ restrictions and monitor the number of PCNs issued on a monthly basis to
determine whether inappropriate/illegal parking reduces following the introduction of the more flexible
standards.

e Consider whether additional demand management measures are required in the worst affected areas including
increasing the hours of operation of existing CPZs, introducing new CPZs, increasing enforcement of
inappropriate or illegal parking and introducing additional car club bays. This should be reviewed twice per year.

e Monitor conditions of the local highway network following the implementation of any additional measures
including on-street parking stress (through surveys), inappropriate parking (through enforcement) and highway
safety (such as through a review of accident data) on an annual basis.

e Annually monitor the uptake of on-street disabled bays across the borough to determine whether there could
potentially be a shortfall and whether additional off-street disabled provision may be required in the future.

e Monitor the travel patterns of residents at new housing developments against the 2011 Census travel to work
mode share through the travel planning process to identify the uptake of sustainable travel modes and
determine whether increased the levels of cycle parking provision (through the London Plan standards) further
encourage cycling as a main mode of travel.

e Implement the LB Lambeth parking beat survey methodology going forward when assessing existing levels of
on-street parking stress across the borough.
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Appendix A: Examination of Site PTALs



Kings Road (Richmond)

Kings Road is situated in the vicinity of Winter Box Walk and has a PTAL of 2, as shown in Figure A-1 below. To the
north, the northern section of Kings Road and the A305 Sheen Road fall within a PTAL of 4 (good) and to the west is the
centre of Richmond which generally has an excellent PTAL of 6a. The area shown in Figure A-1 therefore sits on the
edge of a higher PTAL area. Kings Road is located approximately 710m from Richmond station (which is within the
walking distance threshold of 960m), from which there is access to National Rail and Overground services, as well as a
connection to the District Line on the London Underground Network. There is good accessibility to bus stops located on
the A305 Sheen Road, with the closest stops (Stop SF westbound and SH eastbound) within 120m and 230m walking
distance respectively, providing access to four bus services (33, 337, 493 and 969). These services provide connections
to Hammersmith, Barnes station, Fulwell station, Putney, Clapham Junction, Richmond station, Wimbledon, Twickenham
and Tooting Broadway with a service every 6-13 minutes.

A wide range of local amenities and facilities, including shops, supermarkets and leisure facilities are available in central
Richmond on George Street and The Quadrant, an approximate 750m walking distance from Kings Road. Due to the wide
range of local amenities within walking distance and the high frequency of bus services that are accessible from Kings
Road, as well as that it is located on the edge of an area of higher PTAL, it can be concluded that in reality, this area of
Kings Road may actually have a higher accessibility than that derived from WebCAT.
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Priests Bridge (Mortlake and Barnes Common)

Another example of an area with a potential artificially lower PTAL score is Priests Bridge in Mortlake and Barnes
Common ward, as shown in Figure A-2. The area shown has a PTAL score of 2 (Poor), which suggests that it has limited
accessibility to public transport. However Priests Bridge lies on the edge of an area of PTAL 3-4 to the east, which
encompasses the centre of Barnes and therefore may, in reality, have higher accessibility to public transport in addition to
local amenities and facilities than that derived by the PTAL methodology.

Bus services operate along the South Circular Road, with the closest eastbound bus stop approximately 42m from Priests
Bridge and the closest westbound bus stop approximately 130m walking distance. These bus stops provide access to
three bus services (33, 337 and 493) which provide connections to Hammersmith, Clapham Junction, Tooting and Putney
amongst others with a service calling at the stops every 6-13 minutes. Barnes station is approximately 690m from Priests
Bridge (which is within the walking distance threshold of 960m), from which there is access to National Rail services to
destinations such as London Waterloo, Weybridge, Hounslow, Twickenham, Richmond, Clapham Junction and Vauxhall.
A Sainsbury’s supermarket is located an approximate 660m walking distance from Priests Bridge on White Hart Lane and
a range of shops and services are located along the South Circular Road to the west of Priests Bridge. Barnes Hospital is
also in close proximity to Priests Bridge off South Worple Way.

This area is in close proximity to high frequency bus services, rail services can be accessed at Barnes station providing
services to Central London and there are a range of amenities accessible on foot in the local area. It can therefore be
concluded that the area of Priests Bridge shown on Figure A-2 may in reality benefit from a higher level of accessibility
than that derived using the PTAL methodology.
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Temple Road (Kew)

Temple Road has a PTAL of 4 (good) at the junction with Gordon Road, as shown in Figure A-3 below. The northern
section of Temple Road falls within a PTAL of 3 and is situated on the edge of a large area which stretches from Windsor
Road to Kew Gardens and comprises a PTAL of 2. The area shown in Figure A-3 therefore sits on the edge of a lower

PTAL area.

The Temple Road/Gordon Road junction is located approximately 900m to the south of Kew Gardens station, 700m to the
north of North Sheen station and 1.4km to the northeast of Richmond station. Bus stops are located on the B353
Sandycombe Road, with the closest bus stops (L northbound and K southbound) both situated within a 200m walking
distance. Despite the close proximity of these bus stops, they only serve one bus route (391), with the service starting at
George Street/Richmond Station and running towards Kew Gardens, Kew Bridge, Hammersmith, Kensington Olympia and
Imperial Wharf to the northeast with an approximate frequency of every 10-13 minutes. The amenities and facilities of
Richmond town centre are located in excess of 1km to the southwest.

Based on the above, it is considered that the identified area of Temple Road may have a lower accessibility level than that
derived from WebCAT in reality. There is only one high frequency bus service available within close proximity which
serves a limited area and both Richmond station and town centre are situated in excess of 1km which therefore limits the
accessibility of the available services and amenities from Temple Road.
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Appendix B: LB Richmond-upon-Thames Strategic Housing Land Supply (2016-2026)
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Appendix C: LB Richmond-upon-Thames Ward Boundaries
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Appendix D: PMCC Summary and Calculations



Pearson’s Product-Moment Correlation Coefficient

The Pearson’s Product-Moment Correlation Coefficient (PMCC) is a statistical measure which can be used to signify the
strength of a linear relationship between two different variables. The PMCC provides a value between -1 and +1, where
positive values denote positive linear correlations and vice-versa. A value of 0 denotes no linear correlation; although
this does not necessarily imply that there is no relationship between the variables e.g. there may be a non-linear
correlation. The detailed calculations used to inform the PMCC are set out further below for each of the characteristics
which have been tested as part of this study. Table D-1 below illustrates how the PMCC can be interpreted.

Table D-1: PMCC Values

Strength of Linear

Correlation
0.00-0.20 Very Weak
0.20-0.40 Weak
0.40 -0.60 Moderate
0.60 - 0.80 Strong
0.80 -1.00 Very Strong

The PMCC has been used for indicative purposes only and to inform the interpretation of the results when comparing
each pair of characteristics. It should be noted that the existence of a correlation also does not necessarily imply that
there is a causal link between the variables, as there could be other characteristics which influence these patterns.

The formula for calculating the PMCC value is as follows, where x and y each represent one of the tested
characteristics, and n represents the number of data pairs i.e. equivalent to the number of wards:

o n(Yxy) — (Tx) (Ly)
VInZx2 — (T ATy - (Ty)7

The results have been presented for the following characteristics which have been compared across the 18 wards within
the London Borough of Richmond-upon-Thames:

e PTAL and car ownership;

e  Car ownership and % car drivers (2011 Census Journey to Work);

e PTAL and % users of public transport (2011 Census Journey to Work);
e  Car ownership and % dwellings with 5+ rooms;

e  Car ownership and % houses; and

e  Car ownership and % owned households.

The calculations and results have been presented over the next few pages.



PTAL and Car Ownership

Car
‘ Ownership ‘ PTAL ‘
1 1.25 1.3 1.62 1.55 1.69
2 1.23 1.1 1.35 1.50 1.21
3 1.21 1.4 1.69 1.45 1.96
4 1.17 1.2 1.40 1.37 1.44
5 1.14 1.9 2.16 1.30 3.61
6 1.13 2.4 2.72 1.28 5.76
7 1.13 1.5 1.70 1.28 2.25
8 1.13 2.0 2.26 1.27 4.00
9 1.10 2.0 221 1.22 4.00
10 1.08 22 2.39 1.18 4.84
11 1.05 1.6 1.68 1.11 2.56
12 1.02 22 2.25 1.05 4.84
13 1.01 1.1 1.11 1.02 1.21
14 1.01 23 2.32 1.02 5.29
15 0.92 3.2 2.95 0.85 10.24
16 0.92 3.3 3.05 0.85 10.89
17 0.90 2.3 2.07 0.81 5.29
18 0.88 4.1 3.62 0.78 16.81
Sum (%) 19.29 37.1 38.56 20.90 87.89
r=-0.77

Car Ownership and % Car Drivers (2011 Census Journey to Work)

Car % Car
‘ Ownership ‘ Drivers ‘ Xy
1 1.25 0.48 0.59 1.55 0.23
2 1.23 0.53 0.66 1.50 0.29
3 1.21 0.47 0.57 1.45 0.22
4 1.17 0.56 0.66 1.37 0.32
5 1.14 0.44 0.50 1.30 0.19
6 1.13 0.36 0.41 1.28 0.13
7 1.13 0.28 0.31 1.28 0.08
8 1.13 0.42 0.47 1.27 0.17
9 1.10 0.33 0.36 1.22 0.11
10 1.08 0.37 0.40 1.18 0.13
11 1.05 0.37 0.39 1.11 0.14
12 1.02 0.23 0.24 1.05 0.05
13 1.01 0.36 0.36 1.02 0.13
14 1.01 0.28 0.29 1.02 0.08
15 0.92 0.29 0.27 0.85 0.08
16 0.92 0.27 0.25 0.85 0.07
17 0.90 0.23 0.21 0.81 0.05
18 0.88 0.24 0.21 0.78 0.06
Sum () 19.29 6.50 713 20.90 2.53

r=+0.83



PTAL and % Users of Public Transport (2011 Census Journey to Work)

. ;
e | e

1 4.1 0.34 1.38 16.81 0.11

2 33 0.32 1.05 10.89 0.10

3 3.2 0.34 1.07 10.24 0.11

4 2.4 0.27 0.64 5.76 0.07

5 2.3 0.37 0.84 5.29 0.13

6 2.3 0.44 1.01 5.29 0.19

7 2.2 0.49 1.07 4.84 0.24

8 2.2 0.36 0.79 4.84 0.13

9 2 0.48 0.97 4.00 0.23

10 2 043 0.85 4.00 0.18

11 1.9 0.41 0.77 3.61 0.16
12 1.6 0.53 0.85 2.56 0.28
13 15 0.41 0.61 2.25 0.17
14 1.4 0.52 0.73 1.96 0.28
15 1.3 0.51 0.67 1.69 0.26

16 1.2 0.53 0.63 1.44 0.28
17 1.1 0.56 0.61 1.21 0.31

18 1.1 0.59 0.65 1.21 0.35
Sum (%) 37.1 7.87 15.20 87.89 3.59

r=-0.79

Car ownership and % Dwellings with 5+ Rooms

Car % 5+ x
Ownership Rooms y
1 1.21 0.75 0.90 1.45 0.56
2 1.14 0.67 0.76 1.30 0.44
3 1.13 0.67 0.75 1.28 0.44
4 1.23 0.66 0.80 1.50 0.43
5 1.25 0.65 0.81 1.55 0.42
6 1.13 0.62 0.70 1.27 0.39
7 1.13 0.60 0.68 1.28 0.37
8 117 0.56 0.66 1.37 0.32
9 1.10 0.61 0.67 1.22 0.37
10 1.01 0.61 0.61 1.02 0.37
11 1.02 0.61 0.63 1.05 0.38
12 1.08 0.55 0.59 1.18 0.30
13 0.92 0.54 0.50 0.85 0.29
14 1.01 0.54 0.54 1.02 0.29
15 0.90 0.51 0.46 0.81 0.26
16 1.05 0.49 0.52 1.1 0.24
17 0.92 0.45 0.41 0.85 0.20
18 0.88 0.45 0.40 0.78 0.20
Sum (%) 19.29 10.54 11.42 20.90 6.28

r=+0.79




Car Ownership and % Houses

Car
‘ Ownership ‘ % Houses
1 1.21 0.78 0.95 1.45 0.61
2 1.14 0.75 0.86 1.30 0.57
3 1.13 0.70 0.79 1.28 0.49
4 1.23 0.75 0.91 1.50 0.56
5 1.25 0.73 0.90 1.55 0.53
6 1.13 0.67 0.75 1.27 0.44
7 113 0.67 0.76 1.28 0.45
8 1.17 0.73 0.86 1.37 0.54
9 1.10 0.59 0.65 1.22 0.35
10 1.01 0.57 0.57 1.02 0.32
11 1.02 0.58 0.59 1.05 0.33
12 1.08 0.55 0.59 1.18 0.30
13 0.92 0.58 0.54 0.85 0.34
14 1.01 0.54 0.54 1.02 0.29
15 0.90 0.50 0.45 0.81 0.25
16 1.05 0.48 0.51 1.1 0.23
17 0.92 0.40 0.37 0.85 0.16
18 0.88 0.41 0.36 0.78 0.17
Sum (3) | 1929 10.98 11.97 20.90 6.93
r =+0.88

Car Ownership and % Owned Households

Car
Ownership ‘ % Owned ‘
1 1.21 0.74 0.89 1.45 0.54
2 1.14 0.72 0.82 1.30 0.51
3 1.13 0.70 0.79 1.28 0.49
4 1.23 0.65 0.80 1.50 0.43
5 1.25 0.68 0.85 1.55 0.46
6 1.13 0.72 0.81 1.27 0.51
7 1.13 0.71 0.80 1.28 0.50
8 117 0.62 0.73 1.37 0.39
9 1.10 0.68 0.75 1.22 0.47
10 1.01 0.60 0.60 1.02 0.36
11 1.02 0.57 0.59 1.05 0.33
12 1.08 0.66 0.72 1.18 0.44
13 0.92 0.57 0.52 0.85 0.32
14 1.01 0.60 0.61 1.02 0.36
15 0.90 0.58 0.52 0.81 0.34
16 1.05 0.62 0.66 1.1 0.39
17 0.92 0.58 0.53 0.85 0.33
18 0.88 0.51 0.46 0.78 0.27
Sum (%) 19.29 11.51 12.44 20.90 7.43

r =+0.82




Appendix E: Car Ownership Levels
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Appendix F: PTAL Maps
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Appendix G: Average PTAL Calculations



Baseline Average Ward PTAL (2011)

The average baseline PTAL of each ward for 2011 has been set out in Table G-1. This has been informed by an
assessment of the average PTAL coverage (by band) for populated areas.

Table G-1: Calculations of Baseline Average Ward PTAL (2011)

# Typical

Dwellings | PTAL Average
(2011) Range

South Richmond 5,168 06 10% | 20% | 10% | 10% | 10% | 40%

North Richmond 4,771 3tob 40% | 20% | 20% | 10% | 10% 3.3
Twickenham Riverside 4,825 3to5 20% | 50% | 20% | 10% 3.2
South Twickenham 4,015 2t03 10% | 50% | 30% | 10% 2.4
Mortlake and Barnes Common 4,940 2t03 10% | 50% | 40% 2.3
Kew 4,960 2t03 20% | 40% | 30% | 10% 23
Teddington 4,615 2t03 20% | 40% | 40% 2.2
Barnes 4,296 2t03 20% | 40% | 40% 2.2
Fulwell and Hampton Hill 4,250 2 20% | 60% | 20% 2
St Margarets and North Twickenham 4,576 2 20% | 60% | 20% 2
West Twickenham 4,280 1t02 30% | 50% | 20% 1.9
Hampton Wick 4,434 1t02 50% | 40% | 10% 1.6
East Sheen 4,151 1t02 50% | 50% 1.5
Whitton 3,814 1t02 60% | 40% 1.4
Hampton 4,108 1t02 70% | 30% 1.3
Hampton North 4,077 1 80% | 20% 1.2
Heathfield 3,918 1 90% | 10% 1.1
gia\l/rgr,slide;ersham and Richmond 4,450 1 90% | 10% 11
Borough-Wide 79,648 - 35% | 37% | 19% | 4% | 2% | 3% 2.1




Projected Average Ward PTAL (2021)

The average projected PTAL of each ward for 2021 has been set out in Table G-2 utilising the same methodology as
before.

Table G-2: Calculations of Projected Average Ward PTAL (2021)

Average
PTAL

South Richmond 06 10% | 10% | 10% | 10% | 10% | 50%
North Richmond 3tob 25% | 25% | 20% | 15% | 15% 3.7 (+0.4)
Twickenham Riverside 3to5 20% | 40% | 25% | 10% | 5% 3.4 (+0.2)
South Twickenham 2t03 10% | 50% | 30% | 10% 2.4
Mortlake and Barnes Common 2t03 10% | 30% | 50% | 10% 2.6 (+0.3)
Kew 2t03 5% | 10% | 65% | 20% 3.0 (+0.7)
Teddington 2t03 20% | 40% | 40% 2.2
Barnes 2t03 20% | 30% | 50% 2.3 (+0.1)
Fulwell and Hampton Hill 2 20% | 60% | 20% 2
St Margarets and North Twickenham 2 20% | 60% | 20% 2
West Twickenham 1to2 30% | 50% | 20% 1.9
Hampton Wick 1to2 50% | 40% | 10% 1.6
East Sheen 1to2 50% | 40% | 10% 1.6 (+0.1)
Whitton 1to2 60% | 40% 1.4
Hampton 1to2 70% | 30% 1.3
Hampton North 1 80% | 20% 1.2
Heathfield 1 90% | 10% 1.1
gia\l/rgr,slide;ersham and Richmond 1 90% | 10% 11
Borough-Wide - 33% | 32% [ 23% | 6% | 2% | 4% 2.2 (+0.1)




Appendix H: 2011 Census Journey to Work — Mode Share - % Car Drivers
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Appendix I: Comparisons with Census Journey to Work Travel Patterns



Comparison of Average Car Ownership and Car Drivers

Figure I-1 below compares the average levels of car ownership against the proportion of residents commuting as a car
driver (relative to all modes) from each of the 18 wards within LB Richmond-upon-Thames based on the 2011 Census.
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Figure I-1: Average Car Ownership against % Car Drivers (by Ward)

The Pearson’s PMCC (see Appendix D) indicates a very strong positive correlation (r = +0.83, N = 18, p < 0.001)
between these variables indicating that the proportion of residents commuting as a car driver tends to be higher in areas
where car ownership levels are higher.



Comparison of Average PTAL and Use of Public Transport

Figure 1-2 below compares the average PTAL against the proportion of residents commuting by public transport from each
of the 18 wards within LB Richmond-upon-Thames based on the 2011 Census.
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Figure 1-2: Average PTAL against % Public Transport (by Ward)

The Pearson’s PMCC (see Appendix D) indicates a strong negative correlation (r = -0.79, N = 18, p < 0.001) between
these variables indicating that the proportion of residents commuting by public transport tends to be higher in areas with
higher PTALs.



Appendix J: Car Ownership against Housing Size, Type and Tenure



Comparison of Car Ownership and Housing Size

Figure J-1 below compares the average levels of car ownership against average housing size based on the proportion of
dwellings within each ward comprising five or more rooms as informed by the 2011 Census.
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Figure J-1: Average Car Ownership against Dwelling Size (by Ward)

The Pearson’s PMCC (see Appendix D) indicates a strong positive correlation (r = +0.79, N = 18, p < 0.001) between
these variables indicating that car ownership tends to be higher in areas which have a higher proportion of larger
households.



Comparison of Car Ownership and Housing Type

Figure J-2 below compares the average levels of car ownership against average housing size based on the proportion of
dwellings within each ward comprising five or more rooms as informed by the 2011 Census.
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Figure J-2: Average Car Ownership against Housing Type (by Ward)

The Pearson’s PMCC (see Appendix D) indicates a very strong positive correlation (r = +0.88, N = 18, p < 0.001)
between these variables indicating that car ownership tends to be higher in areas which have a higher proportion of
houses.



Comparison of Car Ownership and Housing Tenure

Figure J-3 below compares the average levels of car ownership against average housing size based on the proportion of
dwellings within each ward comprising five or more rooms as informed by the 2011 Census.
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Figure J-3: Average Car Ownership against Housing Type (by Ward

The Pearson’s PMCC (see Appendix D) indicates a very strong positive correlation (r = +0.82, N = 18, p < 0.001)
between these variables indicating that car ownership tends to be higher in areas which have a higher proportion of
owned households.



Appendix K: CPZs within LB Richmond-upon-Thames
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Appendix L: CPZ locations against PTAL
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Appendix M: Car Club Member and Bay Locations
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Appendix N: Recently Completed Housing Development Survey Locations
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Appendix O: Parking Beat Survey Locations
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Appendix P: Parking Beat Survey Methodology Comparison



Introduction

A comparison has been undertaken between the LB Richmond-upon-Thames and LB Lambeth parking beat survey
methodologies using the survey data collected as part of this study. To calculate the theoretical on-street car parking
capacity of a study area, the LB Lambeth methodology adopts 5.0m as the average length of kerbline occupied by a
vehicle (when parking parallel), whilst the LB Richmond-upon-Thames methodology uses 5.5m. As such, the theoretical
on-street parking capacity of a study area would be expected to be approximately 10% lower using the LB Richmond-
upon-Thames methodology. Conversely, the LB Lambeth methodology would be expected to result in approximately 10%
lower average on-street parking stress levels. This has been examined further below in relation to the survey data and in
terms of average vehicle spacing to determine which methodology can be considered to be more appropriate for
estimating actual on-street parking capacity.

Further to the above, the LB Richmond-upon-Thames methodology adopts a 90% parking stress threshold as the level at
which capacity is considered to be close to being reached and those locations where new developments should therefore
make allowance for accommodating or restricting their parking demand so that on-street pressures are not further
exacerbated. The LB Lambeth methodology adopts a lower 85% parking stress threshold which increases the scope for
areas to fall within this category.

Parking Capacity and On-Street Parking Stress

A summary of the eight surveyed sites in terms of the available parking capacity of each site and average overnight on-
street parking stress levels has been provided below in Table P-1 based on both methodologies. Parking stress has been
highlighted in red where it exceeds the thresholds identified above i.e. 90% for the LB Richmond-upon-Thames
methodology and 85% for LB Lambeth.

Table P-1: Methodology Differences in Theoretical Capacity and On-Street Parking Stress

Available Capacity Average Overnight
(# of Vehicles) On-Street Parking Stress (%)
Lambeth Richmond Difference Lambeth Richmond Difference
1 695 636 -8.5% 59.9% 65.5% +9.3%
2 336 305 -9.2% 83.5% 92.0% +10.2%
3 515 439 -14.8% 87.7% 102.9% +17.3%
4 848 759 -10.5% 76.2% 85.1% +11.8%
5 541 490 -9.4% 85.8% 94.8% +10.4%
6 701 621 -11.4% 60.5% 68.3% +12.9%
7 188 173 -8.0% 75.4% 81.9% +8.7%
8 847 769 -9.2% 51.8% 57.0% +10.1%
Total 4,671 4,192 -10.3% 72.6% 80.9% +11.5%

Table P-1 shows that the overall theoretical on-street car parking capacity of all eight sites is approximately 10% lower
using the LB Richmond-upon-Thames methodology which is in line with expectations. This does however vary between
8.0% at Site 7 and 14.8% at Site 3 which is due to the differences in the capacity of each individual area and whether they
tend to fall within a threshold which results additional capacity under the LB Lambeth methodology. For example, areas
between 5.5-9.9m are considered to have a capacity of one vehicle under both methodologies, whilst sections between
10.0m-10.9m are considered to be able to accommodate one additional vehicle under the LB Lambeth methodology. This
is more clearly illustrated within Table P-2 for areas of unrestricted kerbline or discrete rows of parking bays up to 99.9m.



Table P-2: Methodology Differences in Theoretical Capacity based on Area Length

Area Capacity (# Vehicles) Difference
Length (m) | Lambeth | Richmond | # Vehicles %

0.1-4.9 0 0 0 0%

5.0-5.4 1 0 -1 -100%

5.5-9.9 1 1 0 0%
10.0-10.9 2 1 -1 -50%
11.0-14.9 2 2 0 0%
15.0-16.4 3 2 -1 -33%
16.5-19.9 3 3 0 0%
20.0-21.9 4 3 -1 -25%
22.0-24.9 4 4 0 0%
25.0-27.4 5 4 -1 -20%
27.5-29.9 5 5 0 0%
30.0-32.9 6 5 -1 -17%
33.0-34.9 6 6 0 0%
35.0-38.4 7 6 -1 -14%
38.5-39.9 7 7 0 0%
40.0-43.9 8 7 -1 -13%
44.0-44.9 8 8 0 0%
45.0-49.4 9 8 -1 -11%
49.5-49.9 9 9 0 0%
50.0-54.9 10 9 -1 -10%
55.0-59.9 11 10 -1 -9%
60.0-60.4 12 10 -2 -17%
60.5-64.9 12 11 -1 -8%
65.0-65.9 13 11 -2 -15%
66.0-69.9 13 12 -1 -8%
70.0-71.4 14 12 -2 -14%
71.5-74.9 14 13 -1 7%
75.0-76.9 15 13 -2 -13%
77.0-79.9 15 14 -1 7%
80.0-82.4 16 14 -2 -13%
82.5-84.9 16 15 -1 -6%
85.0-87.9 17 15 -2 -12%
88.0-89.9 17 16 -1 -6%
90.0-93.4 18 16 -2 -11%
93.5-94.9 18 17 -1 -6%
95.0-98.9 19 17 -2 -11%
99.0-99.9 19 18 -1 -5%

Table P-2 indicates that sites comprising a higher proportion of areas highlighted in grey will be more comparable in terms
of capacity when applying the two methodologies e.g. Site 7, whereas those sites having a higher proportion of non-
highlighted area lengths will have a much lower relative capacity under the LB Richmond-upon-Thames methodology e.g.
Site 3. Based on the details set out in Table P-2, 27.4% of area lengths would result in no difference between the results,
whilst 54.5% of areas would be considered to be able to accommodate one less vehicle under the LB Richmond-upon-
Thames methodology, and two fewer vehicles for the remaining 18.1%.

The theoretical parking capacity of an area has an almost direct relationship with average on-street parking stress. Based
on the results set out in Table P-1 for all eight sites, the LB Richmond-upon Thames methodology results in an overall
reduced capacity of 10.3%, which is equivalent to the LB Lambeth methodology resulting in an increased overall capacity
of 11.4%. The LB Richmond-upon-Thames methodology results in a higher average parking stress of 11.5% across the
eight sites which is therefore comparable. This relationship is also true for each of the eight individual sites e.g. for Site 3,
the LB Lambeth methodology results in an increased on-street parking capacity of 17.3% which is equivalent to the
increase in average parking stress under the LB Richmond-upon-Thames methodology (also 17.3%).



Lastly, the LB Richmond-upon-Thames methodology results in sites 2, 3 and 5 exceeding the parking stress threshold of
90% whilst the LB Lambeth methodology only results in sites 3 and 5 exceeding the threshold of 85%. It is therefore
considered that the LB Richmond-upon-Thames methodology provides a more robust measure of parking stress which is
echoed below.

Over-Capacity Areas

A comparison has been undertaken between the areas e.g. sections of kerbline or rows of bays, which were deemed to be
over-capacity under each of the two methodologies. The results have been presented in Table P-3 below.

Table P-3: Methodology Differences in Over-Capacity Areas

Over-Capacity Sections

Site Lambeth Richmond Difference
1 23 31 +34.8%
2 12 26 +116.7%
3 30 58 +93.3%
4 19 38 +100.0%
5 16 26 +62.5%
6 29 54 +86.2%
7 20 28 +40.0%
8 17 24 +41.2%
Total 166 285 +71.7%

Table P-3 shows that the LB Richmond-upon-Thames methodology results in an additional 119 sections being classified
as over-capacity across the eight sites which represents a 71.7% increase when compared to the LB Lambeth
methodology. The majority of these areas were between 10-10.9m, 15-16.4m and 20-21.9m i.e. where the theoretical
capacity is one vehicle less compared to the LB Lambeth methodology (see Table P-2). This demonstrates that
calculations of on-street parking stress are particularly sensitive at the lower ends of the spectrum.

Average Vehicle Spacing

To determine the appropriateness of each methodology for estimating actual on-street parking capacity (and therefore
parking stress), the average spacing of vehicles has been calculated across all eight sites for the most utilised areas. The
following areas of kerbline have been included:

e Atleast 22m in length and therefore able to accommodate four or more vehicles under both methodologies; and

e Atleast 100% utilised to discount areas where gaps may exist and include those where vehicles would be parked
more closely together.

A total of 30 areas have been included under the LB Lambeth methodology and 70 areas under the LB Richmond-upon-
Thames methodology as a result of the above criteria. The results have been presented in Table P-4.



Table P-4: Average Vehicle Spacing based on Fully Utilised Areas by Methodology

Criteria ‘ Lambeth ‘ Richmond
# Areas 2 22m length 436 436
# Areas (= 22m) also = 100% utilised 30 70
Applicable Areas (%) 6.9% 16.1%
Minimum Vehicle Spacing
(Area Above Capacity) 4.0m 4.0m
Maximum Vehicle Spacing
(Area 100% Utilised) 5-0m 5-5m
Average Vehicle Spacing 4.7m 5.0m
Vehicles Spaced 4.5-5.5m (%) 83.3% 92.9%

The results in Table P-4 indicate that in those areas considered to be at or above full capacity, all vehicles parked at an
average spacing of between 4.0m and 5.5m. The LB Richmond-upon-Thames provides the greatest dataset where the
average vehicle spacing across the 70 sites was 5.0m. Furthermore, 92.9% of vehicles were parked at an average
spacing of between 4.5-5.5m. Both methodologies result in similar parking utilisation results for individual bays (including
disabled bays) which tend to be between 6.0-8.0m in length and therefore considered to be able to accommodate up to
one vehicle in both cases.

On the basis of the above, it is considered that LB Lambeth’s methodology (5.0m) provides a more accurate
representation of vehicle spacing in highly utilised areas and therefore the actual on-street parking capacity and parking
stress of a study area. Whilst the LB Richmond-upon-Thames methodology (5.5m) is considered to be robust, this is more
likely to result in areas being classified as having reached capacity when in reality additional capacity exists for at least
one additional vehicle e.g. a 10.5m length of kerbline could reasonably be expected to accommodate up to two vehicles,
as opposed to just one. It is therefore recommended that the LB Lambeth methodology is adopted as follows:

e Calculate on-street parking capacity (and therefore parking stress) by adopting 5.0m as the average length of
kerbline that would be expected to be occupied by a vehicle; and

e Identify areas which are considered to be close to reaching capacity by adopting a parking stress threshold of
85%.

It should be noted that retaining the 90% parking stress threshold would not be considered to provide a robust measure of
parking stress given that on-street parking capacity would be expected to increase by around 10% when adopting the LB
Lambeth methodology. This would for example result in none of the eight sites being identified as having high parking
stress (see Table P-1) which would not provide a true reflection of reality i.e. for sites 3 and 5.

Summary

e The theoretical on-street parking capacity of a study area tends to be approximately 10% lower using the LB
Richmond-upon-Thames methodology (5.5m average length occupied by a vehicle) compared to the LB Lambeth
methodology (5.0m);

e This has an almost direct relationship with average on-street parking stress which tends to be approximately 10%
lower using the LB Lambeth methodology;

e Parking stress levels are particularly sensitive to changes in theoretical parking capacity at the lower end of the
spectrum i.e. for smaller kerbline lengths which have different capacities depending on the applied methodology;

e The average vehicle spacing across the 70 areas which were at least 22m in length and classified as at or over-
capacity (based on the LB Richmond-upon-Thames methodology) was 5.0m;

e Both methodologies result in similar results for individual bays (such as disabled bays) which tend to be 6.0-8.0m
in length and are therefore able to accommodate up to one vehicle.

e  Whilst the LB Richmond-upon-Thames methodology provides a more robust measure of parking capacity (and
therefore parking stress), it is considered that the LB Lambeth methodology provides a more accurate
representation of vehicle spacing in highly utilised areas and therefore the actual on-street parking capacity of an
area; and

e Itis recommended that the LB methodology is adopted in place of the LB Richmond-upon-Thames methodology.



Appendix Q: Car Ownership Calculations (Six Sites)



Recently Completed Housing Developments — Car Ownership

Tables Q-1 to Q-4 provide further details of the calculations used to derive average car ownership levels for each of the
six recently completed housing developments. This has been informed by accommodation details provided in each of the
supporting transport assessments as well as 2011 Census data (CT0103 - Accommodation type by tenure by number of
rooms by car or van availability) to apply the average car ownership levels for the respective ward by housing type, size
and tenure.

Table Q-1: Initial Accommodation Schedule of the Six Recently Completed Housing Developments

Number of Dwellings

Afforcabls

A St Margarets and North Twickenham 17 0 17 10 0 10 27
B Mortlake & Barnes Common 44 17 61 15 0 15 76
C North Richmond 0 0 0 52 0 52 52
D South Twickenham 14 0 14 8 0 8 22
E Fulwell & Hampton Hill 13 19 32 21 5 26 58
F Hampton Wick 56 0 56 38 0 38 94

Table Q-2: Detailed Accommodation Schedule of the Six Recently Completed Housing Developments

Flats

Affordabls
1- 5-7 1- 5-7

A St Margarets and North Twickenham 15 2 10

B Mortlake & Barnes Common 43 1 15 15 2

C North Richmond 30 22

D South Twickenham 14 8

E Fulwell & Hampton Hill 9 4 21 9 10 5
F Hampton Wick 56 38

Table Q-3: Average Car Ownership Levels by Dwelling Type, Size and Tenure

2011 Census - Average Car Ownership (Vehicles / Dwelling)
Houses

Affordabls Affordable
1- 5-7 1- 5-7 5-7 8

A St Margarets and North Twickenham 0.77 1.23 0.69

B Mortlake & Barnes Common 0.78 1.1 0.50 1.14 1.71

C North Richmond 0.56 0.77

D South Twickenham 0.87 0.70

E Fulwell & Hampton Hill 0.83 1.57 0.68 1.28 1.72 1.21
F Hampton Wick 0.82 0.63




Table Q-4: Average Car Ownership for the Six Recently Completed Housing Developments

Total # Estimated # Average Car Ownership
Units Owned Vehicles (Vehicles / Dwelling)
A St Margarets and North Twickenham 27 21 0.78
B Mortlake & Barnes Common 76 63 0.82
C North Richmond 52 34 0.65
D South Twickenham 22 18 0.81
E Fulwell & Hampton Hill 58 63 1.08
F Hampton Wick 94 70 0.74
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