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Matter 81: Car Parking 

 
Are all of the requirements of policies T6 and T6.1 to T6.5 necessary to 
address the strategic priorities of London, or do they extend to detailed 
matters that would be more appropriately dealt with through local plans or 
neighbourhood plans? In particular: 
 

 

a) 

 
Should the Plan allow local plans and neighbourhood plans to apply the 
maximum car parking standards flexibly to take account of local 
evidence including about car ownership and use; parking stress; public 
transport; walking and cycling; the scale, mix and design of particular 
developments; the character and appearance of an area; and economic 
viability? 
 

 

1. Introduction 
1.1. The London Borough of Sutton does not consider a ‘one size fits all’ approach 

to parking standards, particularly for residential developments, is justified and 
therefore Policy T6 is unsound. The council considers that decisions on 
standards up to the statutory maximum should be for local determination 
through a borough’s Local Plan. 

  
1.2 The London Borough of Sutton considers that the residential parking 

standards within the draft London Plan do not fully account for the 
characteristics of outer London boroughs, especially in terms of: 

(i) public transport provision; and, 
(ii) travel distances and destinations.  

 
These factors result in high car ownership, car usage and parking stress in 
outer London. The council considers that the most robust approach to parking 
in London is to allow flexibility to vary car parking standards to suit local 
circumstances. 

 

2. Public Transport Provision  
2.1 In terms of the London Borough of Sutton, outside of Sutton Town Centre 

much of the borough is poorly served by public transport, with the bulk of 
areas outside the District Centres rated at between 0 and 2, as shown in 
Figure 1. 

 

Figure 1: Public Transport Accessibility Levels, London Borough of Sutton 
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Data: LUL/DLR 2011 

National Rail – 2011  
London Buses – November 2014  

 

2.2 Furthermore, even by outer London standards, public transport accessibility 
within the London Borough of Sutton is poor. According to the GLA Town 
Centre Health Check (EiP Library Ref. NLP/EC/013b), of 151 District Centres 
in London the most accessible in the borough, Wallington, is only listed as the 
100th most accessible by public transport with a maximum PTAL of 4, while 
Sutton’s other five District Centres listed range from 117th to 137th in the 
ranking (see Table 1). 
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Table 1: District Centres Ranked by Public Transport Accessibility Levels 

Rank District Centre Borough Inner/Outer 
London 

PTAL: Max 
(2011) 

PTAL: Ave 
(2011) 

1 Finsbury Park Islington/ Hackney/ 
Haringey 

Inner/Outer 6b 6b 

2 Earls Court Road Kensington & 
Chelsea 

Inner 6b 6b 

3 South Kensington Kensington & 
Chelsea 

Inner 6b 6b 

4 New Cross Lewisham Inner 6b 6b 

5 Elephant and 
Castle 

Southwark Inner 6b 6b 

6 Walworth Road Southwark Inner 6b 6b 

7 Brick Lane Tower Hamlets Inner 6b 6b 

8 Edgware Road/ 
Church St 

Westminster Inner 6b 6b 

9 Praed Street/ 
Paddington 

Westminster Inner 6b 6b 

10 Golders Green Barnet Outer 6b 6a 
 

………. 
    

100 Wallington Sutton Outer 4 4 
 

………. 
    

117 Carshalton Village Sutton Outer 4 3 
 

………….. 
    

134 Cheam Village Sutton Outer 3 3 

135 North Cheam Sutton Outer 3 3 

136 Rosehill Sutton Outer 3 3 

137 Worcester Park Sutton Outer 3 3 
 

…………. 
    

151 Harold Hill Havering Outer 2 2 

Source: London Datastore, GLA Town Centre Health Check 2016 
 

2.3 Even in areas considered to have good transport accessibility, the Draft 
London Plan fails to recognise the differences between a PTAL 5-6 in outer 
London boroughs such as Sutton, with a restricted and linear, low frequency 
rail and bus network, and central London where there is a dense network of 
transport routes and high frequency of both bus and rail. In the key district 
centres outside Sutton Town Centre, depending on the location train and bus 
frequency can be as little as two buses or trains per hour, as shown in Table 
2. 
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Table 2: District Centres and Public Transport Frequency 

District Centre TfL Bus Routes serving 
district centre 

Buses per hour 
(min) 

Buses per hour 
(max) 

Trains per 
hour 

Wallington 8 2 26 6 

Carshalton Village 6 16 16 4 

Cheam Village 4 (+2 school bus) 2 14 6 

North Cheam 6 3 15 n/a 

Rosehill 7  6 23 n/a 

Worcester Park 4 (+3 school bus) 3 14 4 

Hackbridge* 2 5 11 4 

Sources: TfL Buses, Network Rail 
Note 1: No. of buses per hour (min) and (max) are dependent on route or stop location, and refer to 
daytime Mon-Fri. Evening and weekend services may be reduced. 
Note 2: North Cheam and Rosehill have no separate railway station. 
*Hackbridge, while not listed as a district centre for GLA statistical purposes, is subject to significant 
housing development through the Sutton Local Plan and so is considered to be a key local centre for 
transport and local regeneration purposes  
 

2.4 To compound matters, Sutton lacks the rail infrastructure of other boroughs, 
including many in outer London. The borough has no Underground or 
Overground stations, a limited access to the Tram network, and will not be 
served by Crossrail. (Table 3)  

  
Table 3: Rail and Tram Infrastructure by Borough 

   Borough Average  
PTAIL 
Score * 

Average 
PTAL  

LU LO Cross-
rail 

CR2 Tram 

1  City of London 7.9 6b Y N Y N N 

2  Westminster 6.5 6a Y N Y Y N 

3  Kensington & Chelsea 5.8 5 Y Y N Y N 

4  Camden 5.7 5 Y Y N Y N 

5  Islington 5.7 6a Y Y Y Y N 

6  Lambeth 5 5 Y Y N N N 

7  Tower Hamlets 5 4 Y Y Y N N 

8  Hackney 4.9 4 Y Y N Y N 

9  Southwark 4.9 5 Y Y N N N 

10  Hammersmith & 
Fulham 

4.7 4 Y Y N N N 

11  Haringey 4.3 3 Y Y N Y N 

12  Wandsworth 4.3 3 Y Y N Y N 

13  Lewisham 4.1 3 N Y N N N 

14  Newham 3.9 3 Y Y Y N N 

15  Brent 3.7 2 Y Y N N N 
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16  Waltham Forest 3.6 2 Y Y N N N 

17  Greenwich 3.4 2 Y N Y N N 

18  Merton 3.4 2 Y N N Y Y 

19  Ealing 3.3 2 Y Y Y N N 

20  Croydon 3.2 2 N Y N N Y 

21  Richmond  3.1 1b Y Y N Y N 

22  Barking & Dagenham 3 2 Y Y N N N 

23  Barnet 3 2 Y N N Y N 

24  Enfield 3 1b Y Y N Y N 

25  Hounslow 3 2 Y Y N N N 

26  Redbridge 3 2 Y N Y N N 

27  Harrow 2.9 2 Y Y N N N 

28  Kingston upon 
Thames 

2.9 2 N N N Y N 

29  Sutton 2.9 2 N N N N Y 

30  Bromley 2.8 1b N Y N N Y 

31  Bexley 2.6 1b N N Y N N 

32  Havering 2.5 1b Y Y Y N N 

33  Hillingdon 2.4 1b Y N Y N N 

*Public Transport Accessibility Index score, London Datastore Intelligence Atlas, 2014 
  
2.5 If funded, the introduction of Crossrail 2 via Worcester Park (just outside the 

borough boundary) beyond 2030 will provide some benefit, but its 
effectiveness will be dependent on efficient bus and other sustainable travel 
links to and from Sutton’s centres. However, Worcester Park is in an area 
where the highway infrastructure is extremely constrained and subject to 
congestion, with limited scope for remedial measures to improve bus or cycle 
flow. 

 

2.6 In short, the lack of uniformity between (i) public transport for outer London 
boroughs and inner London boroughs; (ii) public transport between outer 
London boroughs themselves; and then (iii) public transport within the London 
Borough of Sutton suggests that a ‘one size fits all’ approach to applying 
parking standards is not justified. 

 

3. Travel Distances and Destinations  
3.1 Around 30% of the borough's working population work within the borough, of 

which approximately 50% travel by car. The majority of the remaining 70% are 
split across the surrounding boroughs showing a strong orbital movement. 
Just under 15% work outside the Greater London boundary, of which the 
majority travel by private car (see Figure 2 below).  

 

3.2 Sutton has 8,275 active businesses, of which 7,665 are either sole traders or 
employ less than 10 people (Source: NOMIS/ONS Business Register and 
Employment Survey, London Datastore, Nov 2017). 38% of jobs are part time, 
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and the majority are within the retail, admin/support service and social 
work/health sectors, many of which involve use of a car or van for business 
activity. Wage and skill levels are below the London averages. Alongside this, 
a large number of out-commuters and an expanding number of school places 
resulting in pupils travelling some distance means that the private car will 
continue to be a significant mode for Sutton residents for many years to come. 

 
 

Figure 2: Commuting Methods and Destinations for LB Sutton Residents 
Source: 2011 Census 
 
4. Car Ownership and Usage 

4.1 The low level of public transport accessibility in the borough and the travel 
patterns have resulted in one of the highest rates of car ownership in London, 
with 77% of households having access to at least one car or van. From a 
breakdown of local wards (see Table 4 below) it is evident that areas with high 
PTAL scores and minimal off-street parking, such as Sutton Town Centre 
(Sutton Central) also show the lowest levels of car ownership.  
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Table 4: Car Ownership by Ward in the London Borough of Sutton 

Ward  
(Average PTAL)  

Number of 
Households 

Pop.  Population density 
(residents/ha) 

Average Cars 
per Household 

% of Houses 
with No Off- 
Street Parking 

London (3.8) 3,194,421   56.6 0.8 64 

Outer London 
(3.0) 

      1.02 54 

LB Sutton (2.9) 80,260 190,146 46.7 1.2 55 

Sutton Central 
(4.9) 

5,600 10,993 96.2 0.8 85 

Sutton South 
(3.3) 

5,080 9,599 81.4 0.89 75 

St Helier (2.9) 4,270 11,949 82 0.95 85 

Wandle Valley 
(2.4) 

4,940 11,630 63.1 1.0 55 

Sutton West (3.5) 4,820 10,536 63.3 1.08 75 

Wallington South 
(3.4) 

4,650 10,200 64 1.08 25 

Wallington North 
(3.5) 

4,770 10,650 72.5 1.13 45 

Sutton North 
(3.3) 

4,210 10,355 60.1 1.14 35 

The Wrythe (2.6) 4,400 10,163 75.5 1.15 65 

Carshalton 
Central (3.3) 

4,380 10,039 54.1 1.19 35 

Worcester Park 
(2.4) 

4,950 11,655 65.7 1.23 45 

Belmont (2.3) 3,730 10,048 45.4 1.25 65 

Beddington 
South (2.0) 

4,210 10,667 36.7 1.26 45 

Beddington 
North (2.6) 

4,130 10,309 21.6 1.27 25 

Stonecot (2.5) 4,030 10,712 55.9 1.43 55 

Nonsuch (2.3) 4,110 10,641 57.8 1.43 45 

Carshalton South 
& Clockhouse 
(2.1) 

3,820 9,715 15.1 1.5 15 

Cheam (2.2) 4,160 10,285 28.2 1.52 25 

Sources - TfL Average PTAL, scores 2014, London Datastore, Census 2011, Household spaces, DfT, 
Sutton Annual Monitoring Report 2017 
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5. Parking Stress 

5.1 Parking stress levels on street are high, given the mixed housing stock and 
concentrations of terraced houses. As with many London boroughs, property 
prices coupled with below average incomes in the borough mean that there 
are numbers of adult children living with parents, increasing pressure on local 
parking. 

 

5.2 The London Borough of Sutton carried out a sample analysis of parking stress 
on local roads as part of the Examination in Public of the Sutton Local Plan, 
which took place in the autumn of 2017. Although not a full parking survey, 
this gives a good illustration of stress in roads or parts of sample roads with 
PTALs of 0-2, during both the working day and early evening. The table below 
gives a cross-section of roads analysed across the borough: 

 
Table 5: Parking Stress on Selected Roads with LB Sutton 

Street  PTAL * Total 
Length of 
Kerb 
Space (m) 

Length of 
Unrestricted 
Parking (m) 

No. of 
Parking 
Spaces 1 

 No. of Cars 
Parked on 
Unrestricted 
Length of Road 

Unrestricted 
Parking Stress 
(%) 

Belmont Road, 
Belmont 

2 357 305 50 46 92 

Priory 
Crescent, 
North Cheam 

2 388 95 15 17 113 

Lumley 
Gardens, 
Cheam 

2 to 3 108 54 9 10 111 

Bridle Path, 
Beddington 

0 to 1b 345 177 29 27 93 

Longfellow 
Road, 
Worcester 
Park 

2 970 695 115 103 89 

Percy Road, 
Beddington 
Corner 

2 490 380 63 57 90 

Robertsbridge 
Road, St Helier 

2 630 410 68 61 90 

*Source: WebCAT 
The table assumes that each parking space measures 6m in length. In line with the Highway Code, 
the first 5m from a junction should also be omitted from the calculation. It must also be noted that 
parking can only take place on one side of Priory Crescent due to carriageway width. 
 

5.3 Therefore, the London Borough of Sutton considers that locally determined 
parking standards are necessary in order to address local circumstances, and 
to avoid exacerbating these levels of parking stress. 

 

 

6. Adopted Sutton Local Plan Parking Policy 

6.1 Whilst the council adopted the current London Plan’s restraint-based parking 
standards into its Local Plan parking standards, given the data on car 
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ownership across the borough, particularly in wards with low PTALs, together 
with the examples of parking stress, the council adopted a different approach 
in areas with low public transport accessibility levels. The council applied the 
parking standards in full in PTAL areas 0 and 1, and adopted a locally based 
approach in areas with PTAL 2 where each application is assessed on a 
case-by-case basis. This approach was endorsed by the inspector at the 
Sutton Local Plan Examination, who noted in his report: 

 

“Sutton has relatively high levels of car ownership which contributes to 
parking stress, especially in areas of older housing where there is no off-
street provision at some properties ….. The broad approach of the (Sutton 
Local Plan) reflects the Minor Alterations to The London Plan which allow 
for higher levels of provision in outer Boroughs where residents are 
dependent on the car. The very varied picture across Sutton means that a 
‘one size fits all’ policy response would not be effective and given this lack 
of uniformity considering some proposals individually is warranted. 
Therefore, notwithstanding the Written Ministerial Statement of March 
2015, Policy 37 is justified due to the acceptance of minimum standards in 
the London context.” 

 

7. Conclusion 

7.1 In summary, the London Borough of Sutton agrees that the requirements of 
policies T6 and T6.1 to T6.5 extend to detailed matters that would be more 
appropriately dealt with through the Local Plan. The lack of public transport 
options and non-radial travel patterns of many of Sutton’s residents have led 
to high car ownership and parking stress. The most appropriate approach is to 
allow boroughs to set their own parking standards where local circumstances 
dictate a variation from the regional standard has been demonstrated by 
evidence and endorsed by an Inspector at a Local Plan Examination. 

 

 
Change Required to Make Policy T6.1 Sound 
 

A. New residential development within Inner London should not 
exceed the maximum parking standards set out in Table 10.3. 
For Outer London boroughs the figures in Table 10.3 should 
be used where more detailed local maximum parking 
standards are not set out in the borough’s adopted Local 
Plan. These standards are a hierarchy with the more restrictive 
standard applying when a site falls into more than one category. 

 

Associated changes within Policy T6  
 
     H.             Boroughs wishing to adopt borough-wide or other area-based 

car-free policies will be supported. Outer London boroughs 
wishing to adopt minimum residential parking standards 
through a Development Plan Document (within the maximum 
standards set out in Policy T6.1 Residential parking) must 
only may do so in accordance with local standards 
identified within an adopted Local Plan. for parts of 
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London that are PTAL 0-1. Inner London boroughs should 
not adopt minimum standards. Minimum standards are 
not appropriate for non-residential land uses in any part 
of Inner London and so may not be adopted.  

 
       I              Where sites are redeveloped, existing parking provision 

should be reduced to reflect the current approach and not be 
re-provided at previous levels where this exceeds the 
standards set out in this policy, or in the case of Outer 
London Boroughs any requirements in the current Local 
Plan.. 

 

 
 

b) 

 
Are the requirements of policies T6 and T6.1 to T6.4 relating to the 
provision of infrastructure for electric or other ultra-low emission 
vehicles justified and consistent with national policy? 
 

 
8. Introduction 
8.1 The London Borough of Sutton welcomes proposals for electric vehicle 

charging, and as part of its Local Implementation Plan, sustainability strategy, 
air quality action plan and Local Plan has adopted current London Plan 
standards for new developments. Alongside this, the council is working with 
Source London and Transport for London to increase fast and rapid charger 
provision, and is exploring the feasibility for other opportunities including 
streetlight charging in residential areas. However, the council considers that 
the Draft London Plan does not provide a consistent approach to residential, 
business and retail charging facilities, given the low public transport 
accessibility in the borough and the ongoing high level of car use now and for 
the foreseeable future. As such Policies T6.1 to 6.4 are not justified as they do 
not provide the most appropriate strategy. 

 
8.2 The London Borough of Sutton considers that Policy T6.1C is not consistent 

as it only seeks detailed ratios for provision of electric vehicle charging 
infrastructure in new residential developments, as opposed to office (T6.2) 
and retail (T6.3) developments which do not. This lack of consistency 
compared to the standards set in Table 6.2 of the current London Plan is not 
the most appropriate strategy, and as such not justified.  

 
8.3 While recognising the need to reduce commuting and other trips by private 

car, and to promote increased trips by sustainable modes, the London 
Borough of Sutton considers that the circumstances in outer London boroughs 
are such that private car trips will continue to be a major component of travel 
for many years to come. Accordingly, and recognising that there will still be a 
significant use of private car travel, the Draft London Plan should promote the 
use of low/zero emission vehicles where appropriate. Provision of EV 
charging facilities is therefore essential and minimum standards should apply 
to all developments, not just residential, especially in locations with low PTAL 
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scores. The Mayor should therefore continue with the standards contained 
within Table 6.2 of the current plan or prepare new standards based on the 
expected level of EV uptake within the plan period. 

 
8.4 In determining the ratio of charging points to spaces, the Plug-in Electric 

Vehicle Uptake and Infrastructure Impacts Study by WSP, Element Energy 
and Parsons Brinckerhoff (updated November 2016, published by TfL at 
http://content.tfl.gov.uk/ev-uptake-and-infrastructure-impacts-study-updated-
nov-2016.pdf) , may provide an indication. The study suggested that, 
depending on the scenario used, 3-9% of vehicle sales in London by 2020 
would be for battery or plug-in hybrid vehicles, rising to 13-30% by 2025. For 
a borough in south west London such as Sutton, with 189,000 private car 
registrations in 2016 and growing at 2-3,000 vehicles per year, the predicted 
scenarios equate to 1-2,500 electric vehicles by 2020 (1.2% of total vehicles) 
and up to 8,000 by 2025 (4.2% of total vehicles). Since the Draft London Plan 
was published, with technology improvements and other initiatives such as Go 
Ultra Low Cities and the Department for Transport’s Road to Zero proposals, 
plus other proposals within the London Plan to reduce the need for private 
cars, the proportion is likely to increase still further. On this basis it appears 
reasonable to suggest a minimum threshold of office and retail spaces be 
enabled for electric vehicle charging in new developments. 

 
9. Conclusion 
9.1 The requirements of policies T6 and T6.1 to T6.4 as drafted, relating to the 

provision of infrastructure for electric or other ultra-low emission vehicles, are 
inconsistent, and the lack of specified thresholds for electric vehicle charging 
provision other than in residential developments is not justified. Accordingly 
the London Borough of Sutton suggests changes to policies T6.2 and T6.3 to 
address this issue. 

 

 
Changes Required to Make Policy T6 Sound 

 
T6.2 F – Operational parking requirements should be considered on a case-

by-case basis. All operational parking must provide infrastructure for 
electric or other Ultra-Low Emission vehicles, including active 
charging facilities for at least [x]% of regular spaces and all taxi 
spaces. 

 
6.3     New item F - retail parking of [x] or more spaces must provide 

infrastructure for electric or other Ultra-Low Emission vehicles, 
including active charging facilities for at least [y]% of regular spaces 
and all taxi spaces. 

 
 

 


