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Inspector’s Context Text and Questions  
Paragraph 39 of the NPPF sets out the matters to be taken into account in setting local parking 

standards but the NPPF also advises that the transport system needs to be balanced in favour of 

sustainable transport modes and that achieving the fullest possible use of public transport, walking 

and cycling should be supported. The Planning Practice Guidance (under ‘Promoting sustainable 

transport’) and the Written Ministerial Statement dated 25th March 2015 provide further advice on 

parking.  

 
Against this background:  
 
a. Do the Mayor’s proposed alterations (with regard to Parking Standards) appropriately reflect 
the advice referred to in the introductory paragraph above?  
Whilst the Mayor’s proposed alterations were not intended to specifically address sustainable 

transport issues, they do not conflict with or undermine NPPF statements regarding the promotion 

of sustainable transport. The primary purpose of the alterations is to help relieve current and 

projected pressures for on-street parking and the associated impact on all road users including road 

safety considerations. The approach being adopted is supported, being particularly relevant to outer 

London boroughs such as Kingston since much of this borough suffers low accessibility levels (only 

25% of the Borough’s area is PTAL 4 or above) and on street parking stress. 

 
b. Has the Mayor achieved the correct balance between car parking provision and sustainable 
means of movement?  
It is considered that the two are compatible and that the Mayor is moving towards striking the 

correct balance between parking provision and sustainable means of movement. However,  to 

ensure the overall approach is effective in this Borough, the Royal Borough of Kingston upon Thames 

is firmly of the view that areas with PTAL level 2 and 3 should also be included within the category of 

'low PTAL', warranting more relaxed car parking standards. This is because these areas suffer similar 

characteristics to those with PTAL levels 0-1 including parking pressures and limited access to public 

transport and local facilities. People living in these areas generally rely on the private car for many of 

their essential journeys otherwise suffer isolation and as a result can become disadvantaged. As 

recognised in recent GLA/OLC research, it is only at PTAL 4 and above that access to public transport 

and other local services is such that the reliance on the private car is significantly reduced. For 

example the Outer London Commission’s ‘Options for Growth paper June 2015’ paragraph 6.3 on 

page 7 refers to ‘locations with good public transport, i.e. with a PTAL of over 4’. 

 
c. Is the evidence in the Integrated Impact Assessment Report on Parking Standards (IIA) 
sufficiently robust? Are any of the minor negative impacts referred to in the IIA of significance in 
the overall balance of issues?  
The evidence is considered to be sufficiently robust. The negative impacts referred to are not 

considered to be of any major significance in the overall balance of issues. 
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d. Is the reliance on the public transport accessibility levels (PTALS) justified?  
The PTALs methodology has been adopted on a London-wide basis by the GLA and Transport for 

London in key documents such as the London Plan and Mayors Transport Strategy. It has generally 

been accepted as being the best tool of its type and as a result it is widely accepted and used by 

London boroughs. However, this is not to say that the methodology cannot be improved upon. For 

example, in the case of Kingston town centre, while the PTAL rating is very high (due mainly to the 

number of bus services), Kingston is not connected to any tube or tram services and the frequency 

and routing of the rail services is comparatively poor for a metropolitan centre. Kingston therefore, 

despite having the highest PTAL rating, clearly does not have the level of connectivity offered by 

some other centres which have a range of public transport options (e.g. Croydon and Wimbledon).   

Kingston also has poor orbital transport accessibility to key destinations, which is not necessarily 

picked up through the PTAL mapping. Transport for London’s WebCAT system demonstrates this 

well in terms of the Time Mapping outputs (see figure below). This shows that whilst radial links in 

and out of Kingston are good, orbital journeys by public transport to and from key destinations such 

as Heathrow, Croydon and Sutton are poor. This means that being in a high PTAL is only useful if 

radial journeys are being made. 

 
Figure 1: Screenshot of WebCAT Time Mapping 

 
Source: Transport for London 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Minor Alterations to the London Plan Matter 2: Parking Standards  

Response from the Royal Borough of Kingston 

 
P a g e  | 3 of 4 

 
Figure 2: Public Transport Accessibility Levels in Kingston 

 
 
e. Is the proposed addition to policy 6.13 C sufficiently robust – what is meant by ‘generally’ in 
relation to PTALs 0-1? Should other PTAL levels fall within the definition of a ‘low’ PTAL?  
While this Council supports the thrust of the proposed changes, which provide some of the 

additional flexibility that this Borough is seeking, we are of the opinion that the approach should be 

further strengthened. Reference should be made not only to those areas with PTALs 0-1, but also to 

include areas of PTAL 2-3. This recognises that areas of PTAL 2-3 exhibit similar characteristics to 

areas of PTAL 0-1, including on-street parking pressure and a lack of public transport options.   

As detailed in the response to question b, it is only in those areas of PTAL 4 and above where local 

residents genuinely enjoy good levels of connectivity to the transport network. For example, in PTAL 

4 areas, residents are generally within an easy walk distance to a train station or bus interchange etc 

offering a frequent service and good choice of destinations. These areas are also mostly within 
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walking distance of a town centre with a good range of shops and other local facilities. These 

considerations, and others, mean that residents in areas of PTAL 4 and above are able to live without 

relying on the need for regular access to a car. Conversely those people in areas of PTAL 0-3 are 

generally much more reliant on the private car. A high relative proportion of Kingston borough 

(approximately 75%) is classified as PTAL 0-3, and as a consequence overall Kingston significantly 

exceeds the London average for private car ownership (75% RBK households have a car compared to 

59% for London) and also car use for travel to work journeys (42% compared to 27%). Comparisons 

within this Borough show that in those areas of Kingston with high PTAL levels (4 and above) such as 

Kingston town centre, car ownership and use is far less than in areas of low PTAL (3 and less) such as 

Chessington. 

In response to question d we also stated that PTALs do not reflect orbital public transport 

accessibility whereas the WebCAT time mapping does. The word ‘generally’ could be a qualification  

to factor in orbital journey times by public transport. 

 
f. How would the ‘limited parts of areas within PTAL 2’ be defined (6.42j)? Should reference also 
be made to appropriate parts of the areas within PTAL 3?  Is the advice in this paragraph 
sufficiently robust?  
One way to define those areas requiring a more relaxed approach to parking standards is to include 

particularly those areas which suffer high levels of on-street parking stress, and which could 

consequently benefit from the provision of additional off-street parking to reduce these pressures. 

However, as stated in our responses to questions b, e and f, it is this Council’s view that such an 

approach to more relaxed parking standards should be extended to include areas of PTAL 2 and 3 for 

the reasons set out above. 

 
g. Is the reference to ‘minima’ in paragraph 6.42i justified? How would ‘higher levels of provision’ 
be determined?  
The reference to ‘minima’ in paragraph 6.42i is justified. Indeed, this Council considers that in areas 

of low PTAL (levels 0-3) consideration should be given to the adoption of either ‘fixed’ or ‘minimum’ 

standards as the normal approach in the setting of parking standards. Such an approach would help 

facilitate the levels of parking provision needed to support housing development in areas with poor 

accessibility. Minimum standards would ensure that the ‘higher levels of provision’ necessary to help 

prevent on-street parking pressures are achieved by preventing developers from providing less than 

the adopted standard. 

 
h. How would decision-makers assess how much weight to place on ‘the extent to which public 
transport might be provided in the future’ (paragraph 6.42k)? 
The degree of certainty regarding delivery of future schemes is key to answering this question. 

Realistically, the wait for some schemes could be over a very long period of time, while others may 

not happen at all. The Council’s stance is that a scheme would have to be committed and funded for 

it to be given significant weight as part of the decision-making process. 
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i. How would CPZs contribute to reducing the potential for overspill parking and congestion and 
improve safety and amenity (paragraph 6.42k)? 
The introduction of CPZ’s can play a role in reducing overspill parking and congestion, however  any 

CPZs proposed in relation to new developments (or other issues causing parking pressures) are 

subject to the outcomes of local consultation, which may or may not favour their introduction. In 

this Borough a recently proposed CPZ near to a town centre was rejected. 

 
 j. Is there any evidence that the Mayor’s approach to parking standards would lead to:  
(i) a negative impact on the number of new dwellings delivered;  
(ii) a lower quality of urban design;  
(iii) a decline in air quality; 
(iv) a reduction in physical activity levels and/or the widening of health inequalities or  
(v) an increase in car ownership which may have consequences for inner London Boroughs?  
If such evidence exists how would the Mayor address these issues? 
This Council considers that there is no evidence to suggest that the Mayor’s approach to parking 

standards would have a significant impact in any of these areas. The Council supports the approach 

being adopted by the Mayor on parking and would also support complimentary improvements to 

public transport, walking and cycling. Most of this Borough has a low PTAL rating and would 

therefore benefit significantly from investment in new public transport infrastructure. Transport for 

London could revisit the Local Implementation Plan (LIP) funding formula to increase the weighting 

factor for Boroughs that have low PTAL, so that additional improvements to walking, cycling and 

public transport accessibility can be made. 

 


