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MINOR ALTERATIONS TO THE LONDON PLAN – EXAMINATION IN PUBLIC 

Matter 2: Parking Standards 

 

  LONDON BOROUGH OF RICHMOND UPON THAMES 

WRITTEN STATEMENT  

 

1.1 This statement has been prepared by the London Borough of Richmond upon Thames 

and relates to Matter 2 (Parking Standards) only.  It should be read in conjunction with 

our comments on the MALP Parking Standards submitted to the GLA on 22 June 2015. 

 

1.2 In general, the Council welcomes the introduction of increased flexibility within the 

Parking Policy 6.13. However, this approach does not fully reflect the local 

circumstances, especially in Outer London, and therefore this should be extended to 

allow authorities to adopt a more flexible approach in areas up to PTAL 3, rather than 

only 0-1 and within limited parts in PTAL 2. In addition, it should be made clear that 

Borough standards would supersede those contained within Table 6.2 and the 

underlying premise of the London Plan that all standards are ‘maximum’. 

 

1.3 The London Borough of Richmond upon Thames’ response in relation to the 

Inspector’s questions is as follows: 

 

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? 

 

1.4 Outer London Boroughs should have the flexibility  they need to develop their own 

residential parking standards and therefore the policy should provide for Boroughs to 

develop residential standards (including minima) for areas within PTALs 0-3.  This 

would recognise the fact that the majority of these areas are suburban in character and 

that family households in particular will be dependent on car use for many journeys as 

these areas have generally limited public transport services in both their frequency as 

well as destination.  This is particularly the case at evenings and weekends when bus 

and rail services are limited.  It should also be noted that these areas are generally not 

within controlled parking zones and hence rather than discouraging car ownership any 

under provision of parking will lead to overspill parking.  This position is supported by 

the Census (2011) figures as set out in paragraphs 1.5 – 1.7 below. 

 

1.5 Richmond Borough has high levels of car ownership with 50% of households owning 

one car as opposed to 41% for London. Overall 75% of households own a car in the 

borough as opposed to London levels of 58%.  

 

1.6 Around the main town centres of Richmond and Twickenham where accessibility to 

public transport is high, PTAL 5 - 6a and Controlled Community Parking Zones are 

present and generally operate Monday to Saturday 8.30am-6.30pm, car ownership in 

new developements can be controlled with car free agreements. These town centres 

also provide for leisure and shopping facilities for new residents and are easily 
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accessed by public transport, walking and cycling. Even so the wards that these town 

centres fall within have high car ownership levels, South Richmond  ward has 79% and 

Twickenham Riverside 70%.  

 

1.7 More outlying wards such as Teddington, which have a PTAL of 2/3 has a car 

ownership level of 78%, which is higher than the borough car ownership overall. Much 

of Teddington Ward’s roads are uncontrolled with a small area around Teddington 

Station being within a Community Parking Zone operating between 9-11am Monday to 

Friday.  The victorian cottages and houses in this area, with little or no front garden 

within narrow roads, do not afford opportunities for off street parking to be provided and 

therefore residents have to find on street parking. Controlled and uncontrolled roads 

within PTAL 3 in Teddington ward are shown to be heavily parked, evidenced by 

overnight parking surveys undertaken when new developments  propose no or limited 

off street parking which does not meet the current parking standard within the LBRuT 

adopted Development Management DPD (2011).  

 

1.8 The above figures and evidence demonstrates that boroughs are best placed to decide 

the appropriate parking standards for their areas, particularly given their detailed 

knowledge and understanding of the local issues.  

 

1.9 Therefore, in order for the Parking Policy to be justified and effective, criterion e of 

policy 6.13 Parking should be amended as follows to allow London boroughs to set 

higher parking standards where justified by local evidence and circumstances:  

 

“Outer London boroughs should demonstrate that they have actively considered more 

generous standards for housing development in areas with low public transport 

accessibility (generally PTALs 0 -1 3) and taken into account current and projected 

pressures for onstreet parking and their bearing on all road users, as well as having 

regard to the criteria set out in NPPF (Para 39). Where a Borough has set out its 

own parking standards within its Local Plan, the Borough standards supersede 

those contained within the London Plan, Table 6.2."  

 (red bold = new text; red strikethrough = deleted text) 

 

1.10 Paragraph 6.42j in the justification to the Parking Policy 6.13 should be amended as 

follows: 

“In developing their residential parking standards in the context of London Plan policy, 

outer London boroughs should take account of residents’ dependency on the car in 

areas with low public transport accessibility levels of (generally PTALs 0 -1 3). Where 

appropriate in these locations Boroughs should consider revised standards (which 

could include minima) and permitting higher levels of provision there than is indicated 

in Table 6.2, particularly to avoid generating unacceptable pressure for on-street 

parking. This may be especially important in ‘suburban’ areas and for areas with family 

housing.” 

(red bold = new text; red strikethrough = deleted text) 
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f.  How would the ‘limited parts of areas within PTAL 2’ be defined (6.42j)? Should 

reference also be made to appropriate parts of areas within PTAL3? Is the advice 

in this paragraph sufficiently robust and is it appropriate to refer to forthcoming 

publications in paragraph 6.42j? 

 

1.11 The MALP paragraph 6.42j should include PTALs 2 and 3 as a matter of course for 

outer London boroughs and not as an exception. Limited parts of PTAL 2 as written in 

Paragraph 6.42j does leave ‘limited parts’ open to be interpreted differently by 

boroughs and developers.  Overspill parking from developments within these PTAL 

areas will have a detrimental impact on local parking conditions with more residents 

trying to find parking within a finite number of spaces; more drivers crusing around 

roads looking for parking spaces; drivers having to park further afield and displacing 

other residents from their road to park elsewhere; more double parked vehicles with 

residents trying to off load their shopping, children etc before then driving off to find a 

parking space. 

 

1.12 Therefore, paragraph 6.42j in the justification to the Parking Policy 6.13 should be 

amended as follows: 

“In outer London a more flexible approach for applications may also would be 

acceptable in some limited parts of areas within PTAL 2 and 3, in locations where the 

orientation or levels of public transport and lack of onstreet controls mean that a 

development is particularly dependent on car travel and car ownership cannot be 

curtailed/controlled. Further advice is provided in the draft Housing SPG and 

forthcoming TfL guidance on parking design.” 

(red bold = new text; red strikethrough = deleted text) 

 

i.  How would CPZs contribute to reducing the potential for overspill parking and 

congestion and improve safety and amenity (paragraph 6.42k)? 

 

1.13 CPZ’s could contribute to reducing overspill parking only if they cover sufficient times of 

the day and days of the week to make car ownership difficult for those developments 

and future developments which do not have access to resident parking permits i.e. car 

free developments. Richmond borough has such developments mainly in high PTAL 

areas of 5-6a where the CPZ generally covers 8.30am - 6.30pm Monday to Saturday. 

Even so the borough has had many applications for resident’s permits from new 

residents after taking occupation within car free developments in high PTAL areas. 

These residents already own cars and are not persuaded by the removal of access to 

resident parking permits to sell their vehicles.  

 

1.14 In CPZ’s where the times are reduced such as 10am-4.30pm Monday to Friday / 

Saturday or a 10am -12pm, 2 hour zone, if they take their vehicles to work prior to the 

start and arrive back at home after the end of the of the CPZ, residents are free to park 

their vehicles overnight and at the weekend. This puts additional pressure on the 

existing CPZ spaces and adds to congestion within the roads and spaces of the zone. 

This impacts the safety and amenity of local residents who have access to resident 

parking permits, as the extra vehicles parking within the spaces result in more 
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residents touring roads trying to find parking, stopping to look at possible spaces, 

moving on when they do not fit into the space.  

 

1.15 Therefore, paragraph 6.42k in the justification to the Parking Policy 6.13 should be 

amended as follows: 

“In deciding whether or not more generous standards are to be applied, account should 

be taken of the known extent to which public transport might be provided in the future. 

Consideration should also be given to the impact of on-street parking measures such 

as CPZs which may also help reduce the potential for overspill parking and congestion, 

and improve safety and amenity.” 

(red bold = new text) 


