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Section 1 – Introduction    

 
1.1 The purpose of this document 
 This document records the findings of the Teddington Study Parking sub-Committee, 
set up on 23rd May 2002 to examine and review vehicle parking in Teddington, and to 
make recommendations for consideration by the main Teddington Study Working Group. It 
also, in taking external factors into account, makes recommendations of a wider nature 
which, if implemented, should help to improve the parking situation in Teddington, without 
having an adverse effect on the vibrancy of the commercial, environmental, and social 
fabric of the Community.            
     
1.2 The Teddington Town Centre Study       
 The last Teddington Study took place as long ago as October 1990, it was among the 
first, if not the very first, to involve all local residents in the Borough’s transport planning 
process from the very initial stages. That Study concentrated in the main, on improving 
traffic flows through Teddington, and introducing a number of schemes to improve safety. 
Minutes of the meetings show that many of the problems identified, remain with us today. 
Since that initial study, and implementation of the agreed schemes, there has been no real 
involvement of all local residents in the initial stages of any transport scheme in 
Teddington. The result has been a series of piecemeal schemes which, had they been 
considered in a wider and more strategic context, might not be in place today. 
 There was a genuine welcome from all local residents to the announcement of the 
Teddington Town Centre Improvements Study, with the opportunity to counteract the 
creeping decline in services and facilities which many residents feel to be evident in many 
aspects of life in Teddington. The summary at Annexe 1, produced from residents’ initial 
responses and comments received by Council Officers, lists their key concerns in the 
comments column.                    
 Recommendation 1. That Councillors, Council Officers and local residents 
should, in future, meet at least annually to carry out reviews of Teddington’s 
infrastructure and services, to ensure that standards are maintained and timely bids 
for resources are made.                    
       
1.3 Landmark Centre Meeting, 23rd March 2001       
 An audience of over 200 attended this meeting which was called to find out the views 
of local residents on how Teddington Town Centre could be improved. A sum of £135,000 
for year 2001/2 had been allocated for any work required, and residents were asked to 
give their views on a limited range of possible improvements suggested by the Council. 
The questions were:-  

A. Introduce measures to improve safety and reduce the environmental impact of the 
car for pedestrians; 

B. Improve pedestrian crossing points, including those along routes to schools; 
C. Improve the area around Teddington Station and the walking routes between the 

station and the two separate shopping areas;       
D. Provide more public seating;            
E. Expand the network of cycle routes around the town centre and provide more 

parking stands;           
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F. Provide better bus stops;           
G. Review the parking and servicing needs in the area with a view to controlling on-
street parking.    

The replies are summarised at Annexe 1.        
  

Residents were given the opportunity to question local Councillors and Council Officials on 
a range of issues – including parking. The question of consultation about the introduction 
of CPZs was raised by several members of the audience, in response, Councillor Mumford 
said that “any road voting for a CPZ will get it”. The audience in general, whilst recognising 
that parking was a problem in certain areas, clearly felt that there were equally important 
environmental, local economy, and pedestrian safety issues to be addressed.                                          
                                   
1.4 Selection of Study Working Group members      
 At the end of the meeting, residents were asked to volunteer, as in 1990, to serve on a 
working party to consider all the issues raised, and progress the improvement programme. 
A total of 45 residents volunteered, most of whom at some time or other, have taken part 
in the various meetings and activities that have taken place. Attendance at meetings and 
walkabouts varied with the main topics on the agenda, but there were a number of core 
members who attended all meetings, thus providing continuity in policy and decision-
making. Details of all meetings, including minutes and agendas are available on Email. 
                                                                   
1.5 Appointment of Parking sub- Committee       
 At the 23rd May 2002 Parking Study Group meeting chaired by Mrs Debbie Petty, it 
was decided that a parking sub-Committee should be set up for the following reasons; 
one, was to avoid the charge of rushing into a consultation exercise without being in 
possession of all the facts; and two, to allow a parking review to be progressed without 
prejudicing or delaying action on important safety and environmental issues of interest to a 
wider range of people. Brian Holder, of the Teddington Society Roads & Transport Group 
was appointed Chairman, and the following volunteers from the Parking Study Group were 
co-opted:-  

 Edward Adcock (Jenny Blanc designs), resident 36 years 
 Charles Bacon, resident 4 years in The Cedars     

Alan Gill, resident 17 years, last 9 in The Cedars 
John Gillis, resident 16 years, Field Lane  
Brian Holder (Chair), resident 40 years, last 36 in Queens Road           
Stephanie Leach, resident 26 years, Birch Close             
Fred Peters, resident 10 years in Victoria Road                   
Raymond Schomberg, resident 38 years, last 8 in Church Lane         
Philip Smith, resident 15 years in Bridgeman Road         
Shirley Summers, resident 10 years in Queens Road       
Charles Titcombe, resident 14 years, last 13 in Avenue Road                 
Colin Tyler, resident 29 years in Blackmores Grove 

The agreed terms of reference are at Annexe 2.       
   

    Section 2 – Background                                                     
 
2.1 Problems with parking data and High Street pay & display scheme  
Parking has been discussed at various meetings, including at some where it was the main 
agenda item. Progress has been hampered by the delay in producing accurate figures for 
parking around the station area, and the delay in introducing the full pay and display 
scheme for the central section of the High Street. The High Street was due to have a full 
scheme in 1995/6, but resistance by traders in the central section meant that the scheme 
was only implemented at either end. The traders have since recognised that this was an 
error which lost valuable business, and the High Street traders carried out a consultation 
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with local residents and traders in April 2000, which confirmed that all day uncontrolled 
parking in the central section of the High Street was a problem.       
 
2.2 The need for improved access and safety for pedestrians    
 The 1990/1 study concentrated in the main on traffic issues, mainly aimed at reducing 
congestion, but little in the way of improvements to increase the safety of pedestrians and 
make their journeys both convenient and enjoyable. The Borough has introduced a 
Walking Policy, and more recently, the GLA has appointed a walking “Czar” to increase 
the profile and benefits of walking, coupled with use of public transport for longer journeys. 
Badly and illegally parked cars, especially those obstructing corners or parked on the 
pavement, are a feature of some parts of Teddington, particularly around the station, and 
there is no option other than to take remedial action to ensure that all pedestrians, 
including wheelchair and pushchair users, can cross roads safely and easily.  
 Apart from problems with the Springfield Road/Field Lane junction that have been 
remedied, as far as we are aware, there have been no reports from any of the emergency 
services, the Police, or Transport Engineers, about current corner parking creating 
difficulties in gaining access to various roads in central Teddington. It is clear that short 
lengths of yellow line and/or corner buildouts to replace white hatching will not only make 
life easier for the pedestrian, but will further ease traffic movement throughout the area.       
Recommendation 2. That very short lengths of double yellow lines (or kerb 
buildouts at specific problem locations) be installed on corners and other places 
where illegally parked vehicles obstruct the free movement of pavement users.        
Recommendation 3. That the beginning and end of each stretch of authorised 
parking space or bay should be clearly marked to prevent parking too close to 
corners.             
     
2.3 The need to improve the environment        
 The need to improve the environment has featured strongly in many of the various 
Study Working Groups’ meetings. The use of traffic congestion as a tool to manage and 
discourage traffic within the Borough throughout much of the nineties, is no longer an 
official policy. Bus stops have been used to delay following traffic in various places – which 
includes other buses, notably in Broad Street – relocation of such bus stops will often 
involve the loss of parking spaces. There may be other environmental improvements that 
may also involve the loss of parking spaces.           
Recommendation 4. That wherever an environmental or other improvement takes 
place, steps must be taken to ensure that as far as possible, there is no net loss of 
parking spaces.               
         
2.4 The need for a parking review        
 There is general agreement that a review of all aspects of parking is necessary to 
update arrangements in those parts of Teddington which have limited parking space, and 
are regularly used by non-residents. This document forms the outcome of that review. 
   
2.5 The need to preserve Teddington’s shopping centres     
 Shopping centres without a full range of shops and services are notoriously fragile. 
Unlike Whitton and Hampton Hill, which have a full range shops and services, Teddington 
has not. It has lost a whole range of shops over the last 20 years, partly due to Kingston 
and other out of town shopping centres putting Teddington’s four shopping centres (Broad 
Street, High Street, Kingston Road and Stanley Road) under pressure, but also due to the 
shortage of short-term parking, particularly in central Teddington. Hampton Wick is a prime 
example of what can go wrong when a shopping centre under pressure, is deprived of 
most customer parking by the introduction of an all day permit controlled parking scheme 
that prevents potential customers from stopping to shop. This must not happen anywhere 
in Teddington – but particularly in the central area, which is now becoming a destination 
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shopping area with its many attractive specialist shops in place, the bonus of Marks & 
Spencer arriving shortly, and a newly installed pay and display parking scheme which 
allows shoppers to park and browse at leisure. For these reasons, the Parking sub-
Committee is not recommending all day permit controlled residents’ only parking as an 
option for consultation under this review (see also Annexe 3).  
The Parking sub-Committee has taken full account of the significant risks posed by 
inadequately researched parking proposals in making its recommendations, and noted the 
Government Inspector’s comments below on the Borough’s Unitary Development Plan 
(UDP).                
 Note:- The UDP Inspector’s Report in para.7.49, referring to inadequate public 
transport and inadequate public parking in Teddington, (also East Sheen and Whitton), 
says “I find a more flexible approach to car parking......would be appropriate......limited new 
short-term car parking that could serve the centre as a whole, would appear to be justified 
if they help to maintain and enhance their vitality and viability compared with their better 
served competitors”.  
 
2.6 Parking – avoiding the M25 syndrome 
There is some spare parking capacity in Teddington, but not sufficient to meet the ever 
increasing demands from private and business motorists, and it is often not in the right 
places. The proposals in this document identify the sensible limits for expansion, and seek 
to maximise the efficient use of road space. There are no suggestions that motorists 
should be encouraged to use their cars to come to Teddington, or that new car parks 
should be created. In fact, encouraging greater use of public transport is seen as a way of 
reducing the parking pressures, and improving the quality of life for all in Teddington.      
              

Section 3 – the parking issues considered 
 

3.1 Parking in Teddington – the general position      
 Councillors have told us that residents regularly raise parking as a problem, hence the 
parking review which is now taking place. Teddington is fairly typical of any area that has 
large numbers of Victorian and Edwardian houses and cottages built before the age of the 
automobile, in that there is little off-road parking available, and kerb space is very limited. 
In many roads, the majority of properties are only the width of one vehicle. Car ownership 
and use has increased exponentially with many households owning more than one 
vehicle. A consequence is that there are a number of parking “hot-spots” where availability 
of parking spaces is beginning to be outstripped by demand – also making overnight 
parking a problem. Business and commuter parking adds to the problem around the 
shopping centres and station, the team has also recognised this in this document, and 
taken account of the need to balance the demands of all who live in, work in, or visit 
Teddington.             
  It has been observed that in a number of locations where parking is relatively dense, 
for example in a cul de sac, there appears to be a cooperative “good neighbour” approach 
to parking, where one neighbour may have to temporarily obstruct another neighbour’s 
drive, but is ready to move immediately when required. This explains some of the 100% 
plus parking figures seen in Annexe 5.          
      
3.2 Parking on and off road – problem one – new developments 
There is concern that the Council has not recognised the parking problems created by infill 
and conversion developments in a congested area like Teddington. For example, the UDP 
lays down the Borough’s general policy on parking, including the parking standards for 
new or infill developments. The version of the UDP published for consultation, said that for 
a three bedroom house, a minimum of one parking space should be provided. A virtually 
unpublicised amendment was subsequently made to the UDP, which deleted the word 
minimum, and replaced it with the word maximum. Only the small number of residents 
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who had commented on any aspect of the UDP received notice of this major, and in our 
view, damaging shift in policy.  
It is quite clear that in densely populated areas like Teddington, all new and infill 
developments should have sufficient off-road (on-site) parking spaces to meet all the 
parking needs of future owners, tenants, and their visitors. There is a particular concern for 
residents in Station Road, where the car park is being closed to the public, units in the light  
industrial estate are being converted into offices, and there is a planning application for a 
block of flats with inadequate off-road parking. All this will mean ever more cars parking on 
the roadside.                      
Recommendation 5. That wherever the UDP refers to maximum parking standards, 
the word “normally” should be inserted before the word “maximum”, to allow a 
degree of flexibility in areas such as Teddington, where roadside parking space is at 
a premium.                
Recommendation 6. That all new or infill developments in Teddington should be 
required to have, as a condition of planning consent, adequate off street parking to 
meet the needs of current and future owners, tenants, and their visitors.  
Recommendation 7. That where new developments are designed for people who do 
not own or use a car, and consequently no off-road parking is provided, a condition 
of planning consent should be that residents living in those developments will 
never qualify for a parking permit in the event of a CPZ being introduced.  
 
3.3 Parking on and off road – problem two – pavement crossovers and CPZs       
Those roads in which most of the housing is relatively modern, are fortunate in so far as 
developers and planners made provision for a family to own one car – this was usually in 
the form of an inbuilt or separate garage, accessed via a pavement crossover and drive. 
Even the houses without garages usually had a crossover and a drive/parking space 
where properties were set well back from the road. The inherited benefit of this planning 
foresight, is that houses with a garage have at least three parking spaces available; one, 
the garage; two, the drive; and three, in front of the crossover. Houses that have just the 
drive, have at least two parking spaces available; one, the drive; and two, in front of the 
crossover. It is essential that all this off-road parking be retained. 
When a CPZ is introduced into an area, parking in front of a crossover is no longer legal – 
even for permit-holding residents wishing to park in front of their own houses. The effect of 
this situation, is that a road such as Bolton Gardens would lose 32 kerbside parking 
spaces, currently only available to residents. There are a couple of experiments going on 
in Sheen and Sutton, under which any permit-holding resident can park in front of any 
crossover. We have heard that these experiments have run into problems, and we have 
asked for further details. If residents opt for a CPZ in central Teddington, the Parking sub-
Committee would want to see residents being allowed to park in front of their own 
crossovers, as they would if outside a CPZ.     
Recommendation 8. That planning applications for the conversion of garages into 
habitable accommodation in areas where on road parking spaces are at a premium 
should be rejected in all but the most exceptional circumstances. 
Recommendation 9. That pavement crossovers should normally be limited to one 
per premises to avoid the loss of kerbside parking at the front, side, or rear, of that 
premises, subject to the merits of the application. 
    
 3.4 Parking on and off road – problem three – obstruction of pavement crossovers  
Virtually all Teddington residents with pavement crossovers will have suffered at some 
time or other, from the selfish or thoughtless driver who parks partly or fully across a 
crossover, or so close to the drive that it is impossible to get out when vehicles are parked 
on the opposite side of the road. Such parking is in contravention of paragraph 217 of the 
Highway Code, and the offence is that of obstruction, dealt with by the Police – not the 
Council. There is no doubt that white warning lines across drives and garage entrances do 
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discourage thoughtless parking. Council’s past policy has been to install such lines only 
when there is evidence of regular problems, although some relaxation in the rules seems 
to have recently taken place.  
Crossovers do have a very useful incidental safety function where residents always park in 
their garage or front garden – they create safe passing points for vehicles driving in 
opposite directions along narrow roads – thus avoiding the need for one-way systems.        
Recommendation 10. That residents that suffer from regular full, or partial 
obstruction of access to their premises, should be entitled to apply for the access 
point to be whitelined. To prevent excessive or unnecessary whitelining, a notional 
charge should be made for this service.   
 
3.5 Study boundary – limitation        
 The sub – Committee members carried out an initial survey of the whole study area, 
recognising that if parking controls were to be introduced, it would probably be the biggest 
traffic change since the last war, and would certainly be controversial. It quickly became 
apparent that although there were a number of “hotspots”, the main areas of concern were 
the areas immediately east and west of the station, where non-residents arrived to park 
every weekday. It was therefore decided that priority should be given to detailed 
examination and analysis of the parking situation in these two areas, with a view to finding 
solutions that could be applied, if necessary, elsewhere in Teddington.   
Two teams were set up, team East under Philip Smith, and team West under Alan Gill. 
Team East studied the area bounded by the High Street, Station Road, Cromwell Road, 
and Udney Park Road. Team West studied the area bounded by Park Road, Sandy Lane, 
Clarence Road, Victoria Road and Adelaide Road. Both teams examined the possibility of 
displacement parking in adjoining roads, and believe that with these boundaries, the 
problem would be minimal.  
 
3.6 Parking Analysis – official figures  
The original parking analysis and assessment of resident and commuter parking in the 
central Teddington area carried out by consultants was found to be inaccurate and 
incomplete. This caused some delay whilst a new analysis and assessment was carried 
out by Colin Tether and his team. These figures are shown in Annexe 5. Teams East and 
West used these figures as a basis of their reviews which were carried out at different 
hours, although there were some significant variations, the teams were broadly satisfied 
that the figures were reasonably representative of the general parking situation around the 
station, before the introduction of the High Street Pay & Display scheme.  
 
3.7 Variations in parking patterns east and west of station 
Parking patterns either side of the station differ considerably. Apart from the different type 
and density of housing, parking on the west side consists mainly of residents’ cars which 
come and go, and rail commuters’ cars which generally remain in place all day. On the 
east side, in addition to residents’ cars, there are rail commuters’ cars, local business 
employees’ cars, and shoppers’ cars. A consequence of these parking patterns is that if 
local residents use their cars during the day, they often have difficulty finding a reasonably 
convenient parking space on return.      
      
3.8 Official evidence for introduction of parking controls            
Local Councillors have told the sub-Committee that parking is an issue that is regularly 
raised with them. Similarly, Council officers receive letters and telephone calls from 
residents who raise various complaints about traffic and parking. Many of these complaints 
appear to be treated as requests for parking controls, and appear to be treated as if all 
residents in the area have similar views. There is some evidence that many of the 
complaints refer to one-off incidents that have caused quite understandable frustration, 
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where solutions other than the introduction of parking controls, would perhaps, be more 
appropriate.                 
 A number of individuals have made their views known to Councillors, officials, and sub-
Committee members – a summary of those made available to the sub-Committee is at 
Annexe 6. Members would have found it of great help had there had been a centralised 
and systematic record of all correspondence and telephone calls received, replies given, 
and actions taken. Such a system does not appear to exist at present. 
Recommendation 11. That a systematic approach be adopted to deal with written 
and verbal complaints/suggestions about parking and linked traffic issues. Anyone 
contacting Councillors or officials should be issued with the form at Annexe 7, with 
a request that it be completed to provide standardised information for analysis and 
future planning. All such information being placed in the public domain in line with 
normal UDP practice.           
                         
3.9 Marks & Spencer’s Foodstore – safety and parking concerns  
 It is anticipated that this very welcome addition to the High Street will be very 
popular with residents from the surrounding areas, and a very substantial increase in the 
volume of traffic arriving in Teddington can be expected. The sub-Committee members 
have two major concerns; one, that sole access and egress is over the High Street 
pavement; and two, that the car park may be inadequate to meet the anticipated demand. 
The sub – Committee members, at its 19th August meeting, unanimously opposed the 
Council’s decision that gave planning permission for sole vehicle access and egress to be 
over the High Street pavement, as that decision poses very serious risks to pedestrians of 
all ages. It is also likely to create significant congestion in the High Street. Information 
about car park arrangements, including charges and hours of operation, is not presently 
available.    
Recommendation 12. That in order to ensure pedestrian safety, the Transport 
Consultative Group call in and review the decision to allow sole vehicle access and 
egress over the High Street pavement, and rule whether all vehicle access to the car 
park should be via the much safer current entrance in Cambridge Road.            
Recommendation 13. That charges for using the car park during shop opening 
hours should be such that quick turnover parking is encouraged, and that a 
maximum of one hour’s parking be the norm.         
  

Section 4 – parking controls – descriptions 
 
4.1 Types of control 
The term “Controlled Parking Zone” (CPZ) has come to mean a variety of things to a 
variety of people. There are a whole range of parking options available to Transport 
Engineers who have to tackle the twin problems of overcrowded roads and traffic 
congestion. The standard policy in this Borough is to offer a permit controlled parking 
scheme, known to all as a CPZ, to residents and businesses, for which a charge is made.  
There are a small number of “no-cost” schemes (including in Kew and Strawberry Hill)  of 
the sort that are proposed later in this document. A summary of the various parking control 
methods in common use follows below.                                
An essential ingredient of any scheme that aims to strictly control parking, is that some 
form of sanction, usually financial, must be available as an enforcement measure. At 
present, the standard fine is £60, discounted to £30 if paid within 14 days. It is therefore 
essential, that where parking controls exist, all warning signs must be clear, precise, and 
fully visible at all times. 
               
4.2 Yellow lines (Highway code, pages 79/80) 
All drivers are familiar with single and double yellow lines which are the most common 
form of parking control in use today. The hours of operation are normally shown on a post 
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or lamppost along each stretch of yellow lining. Many Boroughs successfully use yellow 
lines to deter all-day parking by rail commuters eg. “no parking 0830 – 0930, and 1630 – 
1730, Monday – Friday”, thus allowing free parking by residents and shoppers etc. 
between 0930 and 1630. Variations on this basic principle form the basis of the “no-cost” 
schemes devised by the Parking sub-Committee, which appear later in this paper.  
The signing in a number of areas in Teddington is in need of review and updating. 
       
4.3 White lines (Highway code, pages 78/80) 
White lines are used for a variety of purposes, some are advisory, such as corner 
hatching, others are mandatory, and enforceable by law, such as no parking where there 
are double white lines in the centre of the road. The Council has used copious white 
corner hatching to good effect in areas where drivers have time to look for safe parking 
places, but with less effect where drivers are in a rush and will park where they can find 
space, including illegal and obstructive parking on corners. Paragraph 2.2 above explains 
why action has to be taken to prevent such anti-social parking.      
 
4.4“Honesty” schemes (eg. one hour – no return within two hours etc.)  
These free schemes, which rely on drivers observing the hours specified are very widely 
used in all areas of the country. They are particularly popular in country towns wanting to 
maintain the viability of their shopping centres and market squares which are in direct 
competition with out of town superstores. They are also used inside sections of pay and 
display parking in some London Boroughs such as Wandsworth, to encourage impulse 
shopping. Some towns make drivers use cardboard clocks to advise time of arrival, others 
rely on Warden patrols. In general, the most common policy followed seems to be that 
Wardens should be very visible to encourage regular turnover of parking spaces, rather 
than to issue penalty tickets and discourage return visits. 
Richmond has one of the highest rates of Council Tax in the country, the sub-Committee 
has therefore produced, as required by the terms of reference, viable “no-cost” options for 
local people who are already heavily taxed as motorists and residents. These are at 
Annexes 9 and 10. 
              
4.5 Meters and vouchers 
In some parts of the Borough where parking in side roads is mainly allocated to permit 
holding residents and businesses, a small number of spaces are often available for visitors 
who purchase parking vouchers at local shops, or tickets from tickets machines. Parking 
vouchers are inconvenient, but involve less untidy street furniture, meters are more 
convenient, but involve untidy street furniture. These facilities appear to work reasonably 
well, but do not encourage visitors who are not familiar with the area to stop and shop, as 
they may not be aware that visitor parking is available in side roads.  
            
4.6 Permit parking 
All vehicles parked in a Controlled Parking Zone during the designated hours of operation 
are required to display a permit which can be purchased from the Council. At present, 
permits are available to permanent residents who may purchase one permit for one 
vehicle registered in the name of that resident, additional permits are available to other 
residents living at the same address, whose vehicles are separately registered. 
Businesses may also purchase permits at a higher cost, for vehicles necessarily used in 
the course of business. The Council does not limit the number of permits sold, so that 
there may be insufficient parking space for all permit holders at periods of peak demand.       
Recommendation 14. That where CPZs are introduced, the Council should set an 
upper limit to the number of permits sold, to ensure that demand for parking spaces 
is broadly in balance with the supply of parking spaces during the hours of 
operation. 
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4.7 Disabled parking 
Disabled drivers are allowed to park free of charge in meter bays, in CPZs, on certain 
yellow lines, in Council car parks, and other locations, provided that they do not cause an 
obstruction. They are allowed to park for a period of up to 3 hours. The majority of disabled 
drivers park sensibly and rarely stay for as long as 3 hours. There are a small number that 
park on double yellow lines in Broad Street in such a way that they cause an obstruction, 
particularly opposite North Lane where Tesco lorries need the full width of the road to turn 
into North Lane.  
Recommendation 15. That the Council review its guidance on disabled parking 
facilities in Teddington to reduce the possibility of obstruction and congestion.  
     
4.8 Summary  
It is generally accepted that provided rail commuters are deterred from parking for a 
specific period during the day, sufficient parking spaces to meet local residents’ and 
business needs should be freed up for use at other times in the day. Two of the schemes 
proposed later in this paper should achieve this effect, although neither can guarantee a  
parking space outside, or extremely close to, a resident’s house.  
The sub-Committee, having considered all the various schemes and options, including 
schemes in use elsewhere, has decided to recommend that residents be consulted on 
three possible options:- 

(i) No change to present arrangements (other than the mandatory corner markings) 
(ii) A “no-cost” parking scheme based on variable/restricted hours of operation  
(iii) A two hour Permit Controlled Parking Zone  

Full details of these options which would be introduced initially on an experimental basis 
are at Section 10, and a chart comparing the options is at Annexe 4. 
    

 Section 5 – High Street Pay & Display Scheme    
  
5.1 Introduced 12th September 2002          
The High Street Pay & Display Scheme was originally due to be introduced for the whole 
of the High Street in 1995/6. Traders along the central section objected, consequently only 
short sections of P&D were installed at either end of the High Street. Traders have since 
found that long term all day parking by commuters and others was adversely affecting 
business, and asked for meters to be installed along the central section. This has been 
done on an experimental basis, and traders already report much improved business.  
 
5.2 Assessing the effect of the new P&D Scheme 
It had been hoped that the scheme would have been brought into being in mid summer to 
allow a full three month assessment of the impact of the displacement of vehicles 
previously parked on a long term basis in the High Street. The initial findings are that High 
Street flat and business owners are parking their vehicles off road, mainly at the rear of 
their premises. The delays caused by double parked lorries making deliveries have been 
reduced, and traffic flows much more freely. It is quite noticeable that Cedar Road car park 
is no longer full, and that many shoppers are parking in the High Street rather than driving 
around east of the station looking for parking spaces. As a consequence, there are a very 
limited number of parking spaces appearing in the various roads around the station at 
different times throughout the day.  
There are also well-founded allegations that car dealers were parking cars for sale along 
the High Street, these vehicles have been removed to other, yet to be identified, areas.      
      

Section 6 – balancing the parking needs of residents, businesses, and 
shoppers if some form of permit controlled parking is introduced 

 
6.1 First come first served, or rationing by permit? 
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At present, most of the parking in Teddington is on a first come first served basis. There 
are problems, of course, but this form of rationing avoids the problem of deciding who can 
and cannot park when demand outstrips supply. Rationing by permit is an effective way of 
artificially reducing demand, and excluding non-permit holders during the controlled hours. 
However, now that the High Street has a Pay & Display scheme in place, shops and 
businesses in the High Street that do not have adequate off-road parking might well expect 
to be able to purchase as many permits as they require. Business permits are relatively 
cheap and tax deductible, so price may not reduce demand. The following questions need 
to be answered, but not everyone will be pleased with the answers.  
 
6.2 Is there sufficient parking capacity to meet the needs of residents, businesses, 
employees, commuters, shoppers and other visitors?      
At present, there appears to be just about enough capacity to meet demand on a first 
come first served basis. If a permit controlled scheme were to be introduced without an 
agreed form of rationing, or if the permit zone were to be made much wider than the areas 
currently under consideration, thus encouraging people who currently walk to the station to 
use their cars, there is unlikely to be sufficient capacity. It is essential, therefore, that any 
questionnaire or consultation document issued to residents and businesses, must seek to 
establish the level of current and anticipated vehicle ownership and usage, in order to 
inform future policies and decisions.  
   
6.3 In areas of limited parking capacity, who should take priority?     
A tricky question, but the sub-Committee’s view is that residents should take priority – but 
we know that many residents use their cars to commute and are absent all day, leaving 
large areas of unused road during the controlled hours which are typically 0830 to 1030, 
but can be any two hour period. This unused road could be used for those businesses that 
can demonstrate that they have no off-road parking space and the regular use of a vehicle 
needing a parking space is essential for their business. Vehicles used to commute to 
Teddington would not normally qualify, neither would vehicles belonging to non-business 
incoming commuters.              
  
6.4 If businesses are to be allocated parking space – how should this be done?  
Arrangements in various areas inside and outside this Borough involve the use of two 
basic schemes, one; separate business and residents’ bays, and two; mixed bays. The 
former tends to be rather wasteful and often leaves much unused space, the latter 
somewhat less so. Each location needs research into the best arrangement for the mix of 
users – not forgetting the possibility of meters for overspill shoppers that may need to park 
to shop.     
  
6.5 Residents are being encouraged to use bus and train to commute to work – 
should local business owners and employees be expected to do the same? 
Teddington has good public transport links and there is no reason why local business 
owners and employees who are not essential car users, and work normal hours, should 
not commute to Teddington by public transport. 
  
6.6 Should businesses be expected to provide more off-road parking for staff?     
The general feeling of residents is that many businesses are failing to provide adequate 
off-road parking for staff vehicles, and that such parking should be provided. One company 
in Teddington, by installing hydraulic ramps to allow stacked parking, has doubled its off-
road parking space. A good example of creative thinking that benefits the staff and the 
Community.       
Recommendation 16. That businesses should provide off-road car parking for all 
staff that are essential car users.        
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Section 7 – public transport and green transport plans 
 
7.1 Public or private transport – should parking be banned or limited? 
Once a motorist has bought, taxed and insured a car out of taxed income, the marginal 
cost of running that car – mainly fuel – is quite low. The car will depreciate in value 
whether used to drive to work, or left at home. There is the temptation, therefore, to use 
the car to drive to work even where the journey could easily be done by public transport – 
remembering that fares are an additional cost also paid out of taxed income. Drivers 
provided with a company car are taxed on the benefit, so are also tempted to use the car 
in preference to public transport which would have to be paid for out of taxed income.  
Drivers commuting to central London face very high parking costs, and often cannot find 
places to park – thus anyone without a guaranteed parking place finds commuting by 
public transport the only viable option. The sub-Committee would like to see many more 
local workers arrive by public transport, but does not propose at this stage, to recommend 
any policy that would have an adverse effect on business and employment in Teddington. 
         
7.2 The walking environment 
Walking is the most common form of transport, every journey, whether by public transport 
or car, will at some stage, involve walking. The more pleasant and safe the environment, 
the more likely it is that the majority of shorter journeys will be on foot, rather than by car. 
The more cars that are left at home, the less will be creating congestion around the station 
and elsewhere. It is therefore important that steps are taken to improve the walking 
environment in Teddington as a whole, but particularly on key routes used by significant 
numbers of pedestrians. For example, taking the busy route between the station and our 
internationally famous laboratories, we find:- 

 flooding on the Park Road Zebra crossing; 

 obstructions blocking the pavement on entry into Park Lane; 

 numerous examples of serious and unsightly  pavement damage caused by the 
planting of unsuitable forest trees in this narrow road; 

 poorly maintained pavements; and 

 a general feeling of inadequate maintenance.   
Recommendation 17. That the Council should identify the key pedestrian routes in 
Teddington and introduce a programme of improvements to make them safe and 
attractive for pedestrians of all ages. In particular, to remove those trees which 
cause pavement damage with consequential high maintenance costs, and replace 
them with more attractive and suitable trees.   

 
7.3 Public Transport – trains 
Teddington has a good, but no longer fast, train service to central London. With some 
seven services per hour at peak times, most local residents working in London choose to 
commute by train rather than drive to London. Those few that currently drive might well 
turn to the train when congestion charging comes into force. The two major weaknesses of 
the train service are that there are only two trains per hour between Richmond and 
Kingston, and that only Strawberry Hill of all the stations between Richmond and Kingston 
is fully accessible to anyone unable to use stairs.   
The majority of commuters from the west (Broad Street) side of the station appear to walk 
to the station, as do the majority from the east side. There are, however, a fairly 
substantial number of Teddington residents who drive up from the river roads and park in 
the vicinity of the eastern side of the station, because they have no access to bus services, 
and a 25 minute walk is the only alternative. The number is not large, but bearing in mind 
that as few as 20 cars can fill a 100 metre stretch of kerb, it appears large. Normansfield 
Avenue (postcode TW11) is in Teddington, but houses a now virtually defunct part of 
Hampton Wick CPZ (postcode KT1). This wide road has a parking capacity of up to 100 
vehicles, but rarely has more than one or two vehicles parked. As Hampton Wick station 
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has the identical train services as Teddington, Teddington residents living in the river 
roads should be able to park freely in Normansfield Avenue as an alternative to 
Teddington. 
Recommendation 18. That Normansfield Avenue, Teddington, should no longer be 
included in the Hampton Wick Controlled Parking Zone, to allow free parking for 
Teddington residents who commute by train to central London.  
Recommendation 19. That the Council should press for increased rail services 
between Richmond and Kingston, possibly by extension of the District or Silverlink 
services, to encourage more people to come to Teddington by public transport. 
      
7.4 Public Transport – buses 
Most parts of Teddington are relatively well served by buses, which with a flat rate of 70p 
for most journeys, are an extremely cheap form of transport. The Broom Road area has no 
public transport, other than the 681 double decker buses only serving Teddington School. 
As a consequence, many residents have to drive to Teddington station to commute to 
London, rather than be faced with a 25 minute walk, morning and evening.  
The Teddington Society has been pressing for a reliable half hourly shuttle bus service 
from Kingston to Richmond via, High Street Hampton Wick, Normansfield Avenue, Broom 
Road, Ferry Road, High Street Teddington, Waldegrave Road, Cross Deep, King Street, 
Richmond Road, Richmond Bridge and station. Residents would no longer have to use 
their cars, and would have a choice of several stations – fast trains from Twickenham, 
slow trains from Teddington and Hampton Wick. Residents unable to use station stairs 
could also go directly to Richmond without the need to change at Twickenham.  
Recommendation 20. That the Council should press bus companies for the early 
introduction of a single decker shuttle bus service between Kingston and Richmond 
serving Hampton Wick High Street, Normansfield Avenue, Broom Road, Teddington 
High Street, Waldegrave Road, Cross Deep, Richmond Road, Richmond Bridge and 
station.     
 
 
7.5 Cycling 
Cycling is probably the quickest and most environmentally friendly and efficient way to 
reach Teddington Station, and to do many other trips around Teddington. Cycle routes 
around Teddington leave much to be desired, they are incomplete and many cannot be 
recommended as being safe for inexperienced cyclists. Large numbers of bicycles are 
parked at the station everyday, some attached to outside railings, others in the platform in 
racks, and others on various other railings. The position is unsatisfactory, to encourage 
greater bicycle use, all bicycles should be locked to proper cycle stands, preferably under 
cover, and under permanent CCTV observation.     
Recommendation 21. That the Council should liaise with Railtrack and Southwest 
trains to provide enhanced bicycle parking facilities at Teddington Station to 
encourage greater use of bicycles as a means of getting to and from the station. 
   
7.6 School green travel plans 
The motor car plays an important part in the busy parent’s life, whose young children may 
be attending different schools with different start times. Such parents may also be working, 
and can only deliver and collect their children because they have a car. There are before 
and after school activities, sports clubs, and other activities that fill many childrens’ lives, 
but also involve parents acting as chauffeurs. There are also parents who have a less 
hectic schedule who also drive to school to deliver and collect their children. A 
consequence is that traffic levels in term time are at congestion level, but manageable at 
other times.  
It is understood that one of the regular complaints received, is from parents living around 
the station who have driven their child to school, and found the parking place that they left, 
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occupied by another vehicle. Provided that there are alternative spaces reasonably 
nearby, there is no problem – options 2 and 3, should cater for this situation. If parents 
could be encouraged to “think green”, eg. walk their own and friends’ children to school 
when practical, participate in “walking bus” schemes,  car share on other occasions, use 
public transport etc; residents’ cars will “save” these spaces previously used by 
commuters, which will then be available for other residents’ use later in the day. It is 
acknowledged that the effect of this on parking will be useful, but relatively minor.  
Recommendation 22. That the Council should encourage all schools, including 
church, community and private schools, to adopt effective green travel plans.       
 
7.7 Business green travel plans              
There are a number of large organisations in Teddington which produce a very significant 
parking burden on surrounding roads. There are also many small businesses, which taken 
collectively, also produce a significant parking burden on surrounding roads. These 
organisations and businesses make an important contribution to Teddington, but not so 
important that it is acceptable for the quality of life for local residents to be adversely 
affected. These organisations and businesses should be encouraged to:- 

 maximise off-road parking for essential users (including hydraulic stackers); 

 introduce green travel plans, including walking and cycling; and 

  encourage staff to use public transport             
Even a small reduction in car use will have a noticeable benefit for local residents. 

Recommendation 23. That the Council should approach all local organisations and 
businesses with a view to their introducing effective green travel plans to reduce 
car use by staff and management.  

 
Section 8 – other issues affecting parking. 

 
8.1 Other issues considered 
In carrying out this parking review, the sub-Committee has examined a range of issues 
that directly, or indirectly, impact on parking in Teddington, and may well have similar 
impact elsewhere. In particular, we examined the impact of abandoned vehicles and other 
equipment that is often parked on the road.  
 
8.2 Abandoned vehicles – untaxed 
Richmond has a very effective system of identifying and removing dumped vehicles. 
Residents can telephone 020 8891 7052 to report such vehicles. The normal removal 
period is three weeks, but can be much shorter where the vehicle is causing an 
obstruction, or is in a potentially dangerous condition. Teddington does seem to have 
become a target for car dumpers, and it would seem sensible for the Council to consider 
selective prosecutions to deter dumpers – or if not prosecution, the issue of parking tickets 
when vehicles are parked on yellow lines or in P&D parking bays. The Borough must not 
be seen as a soft touch. 
   
8.3 Abandoned vehicles – taxed 
A growing problem is that of apparently dumped vehicles which display valid RFL discs. In 
the past, dealers took the majority of cars in part exchange for a newer model, but with 
increased competition, part exchange values are much lower, and owners are encouraged 
to try and sell privately to get a better price. Selling such vehicles can take a long time, and 
if the vehicle is not in good condition, it may not sell at all. These parked vehicles should 
not only display a RFL, but must be insured and, if over 3 years old, a valid MoT certificate 
must be held. It is alleged that in Teddington, a number of car dealers are parking cars on 
the road and advertising them for sale – “can be seen in XXXXX Road”. The Council does 
need a system to discourage long term parking by anyone, and to ensure that all vehicles 
meet legal requirements. 

Formatted: Bullets and Numbering



02.Parkingreport021208.V04.1aa.Parkingreport021208.V04.1Parkingreport021113.V03 
19 

Recommendation 24.That the Council carry out checks on taxed vehicles that 
appear to be abandoned, using a form similar to that in Annexe 11, with a view to 
minimising the parking of such vehicles on public roads. 
         
8.4 Boats, trailers and caravans 
Boats, trailers and caravans parked on public roads take up valuable kerbside space and 
are not registered as vehicles. If these vehicles are parked in a P&D parking bay, or in a 
CPZ, there appears to be no reason why a charge for parking should not be made. It is not 
known whether the Council does make such charges, but if it does not, it perhaps should. 
   
8.5 Skips 
Skips have to be licenced to park on the road.  
  
8.6 One way systems 
One way systems often make parking easier and reduce conflicts, and the sub-Committee 
did look at one or two of the congested roads with a view to recommending one way 
working. In the event, it was decided to await the outcome of the consultation exercise 
before making any recommendation. It was also considered that in particular situations the 
introduction of “one-way” could increase speed unacceptably, when the present, 
sometimes congested, situation was self controlling. 
  
8.8 Congestion charging             
There is no evidence at present, to suggest that congestion charging will have a significant 
impact on parking in central Teddington. Drivers who have to use their cars for business 
purposes will continue to drive into London and will claim the fee as a tax deductible 
expense, others will have to decide whether this additional cost to be paid of taxed income  
makes public transport a more attractive option.           
            

Section 9 – existing controlled parking zones in Teddington – review 
 
9.1 Present position 
There are four all day Permit Controlled parking Zones in Teddington, all are seriously 
underused during the day, two might benefit from some adjustment to evening hours of 
operation because of pressure from the restaurant trade, and one might benefit from 
relocation of spaces. A review of all four CPZs is now necessary in the light of the parking 
review currently taking place.  
       
9.2 Elleray Road 
This CPZ operates from 0830 to 1830, Monday to Saturday, and contains approximately 
29 spaces. The average number of spaces filled Monday to Friday is 10 or less, on 
occasions as low as 3, with a maximum of 11. On Saturdays and Sundays, 12 to 15 
spaces are usually occupied. This CPZ is in a key location and currently makes no 
contribution to the local economy by way of providing parking spaces for local shoppers. 
There is spare capacity at the Broad Street end, which could be used to replace the meter 
spaces that will be lost when the bus stops are relocated (Elfin Grove to Boots). There is a 
case for the evening hours of operation to be extended by, say, one hour to 1930 to allow 
residents to park when returning home.  
  
9.3 Ferry Road 
This is the smallest CPZ, with average usage during the day of up to 2 vehicles. It is 
always full at evening and night and may be inadequate for residents’ needs. Two of the 
bays are on a narrow bend and may need relocating as a safety measure. The area is very 
busy in good weather, and suffers from a high visitor ratio. There are grounds for allocating 
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a number of new evening parking spaces in Kingston Road, just beyond the houses, 
where there is spare space to extend the CPZ. 
   
9.4 Vicarage Road 
This CPZ operates 0830 – 1830, Monday to Sunday, it has approximately 30 spaces. The 
average number of spaces occupied is 11 or less. This is another CPZ in a key location 
that makes no contribution to the local economy by way of providing parking spaces for 
local shoppers. The residents of Cedar Road look with some envy at the empty spaces in 
Vicarage Road. With a new All Bar One opening opposite, there may be a case for 
extending evening hours of operation to, say, 1930.  
  
9.5 Normansfield Avenue  
This CPZ is always referred to as being in Hampton Wick, but is actually in Teddington. It 
was set up for employees of a now closed local firm, but now rarely has more than one or 
two vehicles parked in it. Capacity is up to about 100 vehicles, and the road is one of the 
widest in Teddington. Recommendation 18, above, suggests that the CPZ should be taken 
out of use to allow commuter parking for Hampton Wick station. This should be done as 
soon as possible. 
Recommendation 25. That a review of Teddington’s four CPZs should take place 
with a view to making better use of road space, but ensuring that residents’ 
interests are preserved. 
 

Section 10 – recommended options for consultation with residents 
 
10.1 The non-optional safety measures 
As explained in paragraph 2.2 above, a number of steps have to be taken to prevent illegal 
corner parking to allow safe and free movement of pedestrians, wheelchair users and 
others. Most of the corners involved are already marked with short lengths of advisory 
white hatching, which is observed by many drivers, but some do not. The list of corners to 
be yellow lined or built out is at Annexe 8. The yellow lines will be short and will end at the 
marked parking bay as per recommendations 2 and 3 above, they will operate at all hours. 
RECOMMENDATION 26. THAT THE NON-OPTIONAL SAFETY MEASURES BE PUT IN 
PLACE BEFORE ANY WIDER CONSULTATION ABOUT PARKING TAKES PLACE – 
TO ENSURE THAT ALL RESIDENTS KNOW HOW MUCH KERBSIDE PARKING WILL 
REMAIN WHEN VOTING FOR ONE OF THE THREE OPTIONS AT 10.4, 10.5 AND10.6.
      
10.2 20 mph “Safety Zones” 
The question of excessive traffic speeds has been raised at various study meetings, and it 
has become clear that the areas selected for our initial parking proposals have natural 
boundaries which lend themselves to the introduction of 20 mph Safety Zones (along the 
lines of Home Zones). Advisory signs would be put up at the entrance to each road. 
Calming may not be necessary as the roads are all fairly narrow and are heavily parked. If 
the experiments are a success, other similar discrete Zones could be created.     
Recommendation 27. That experimental 20mph zones be introduced in the two 
areas selected for consultation about the possible introduction of parking schemes.
                                    
10.3 The “no-change” option – Option One 
Residents who are content with the present parking arrangements in Teddington will have 
the option of voting for the status quo. The only changes will be the non-optional markings 
listed in Annexe 8. 
 
10.4 The “no-cost” Monday to Friday option – Option Two 
The teams have carefully examined parking patterns on both sides of the station, and 
identified a number of places where free parking can be put in place, with the intention that 
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residents should be the main, but not the only, beneficiaries. Parking patterns are different 
on each side of the station, as are the stretches of road identified for free controlled 
parking. The hours of operation are designed to make a variety of free parking spaces, at 
fixed locations, available at different times throughout the day.  
 
(i)  Team East’s proposals. The majority of the 67 parking spaces listed in Annexe 9 are, 
in effect, completely new, as they convert current all day no parking yellow line areas into 
parking spaces with variable hours of operation throughout the day. There are no 
proposals to remove any legal parking space except one in Station Road that causes an 
obstruction, and the conversion of one space at the station entrance into a disabled bay.  
 
(ii) Team West’s proposals. The majority of parking spaces listed in Annexe 10 are 
spaces along flank walls which are not in front of any properties, and will not cause any 
obstruction. On weekdays, these spaces are used by rail commuters and a small number 
of residents. The variable times of operation are designed to displace some of those early 
morning commuters, and provide a source of free parking throughout much of the day. The 
Team considers that the commuter parking pattern justifies relaxing controls at 1pm – 
should that not meet residents’ needs, extension of the hours is possible. There are no 
proposals to remove any legal parking spaces.   
        
10.5 The Monday to Friday Permit Controlled Parking Zone option – Option Three 
The sub-Committee recommends that residents and businesses within the areas under 
review be consulted about the possible introduction of a straightforward permit controlled 2 
hour CPZ, operating between 0900 and 1100. The costs are likely to be:- 

 Resident - £40? 

 Business Permit 1 - £160? 

 Business Permit 2 - £320? 

 Half Day visitors permits - £1? 
There are no proposals to remove any legal parking spaces.      
  

Section 11 – format of the consultation procedure 
 
11.1 Who should be consulted?  
Gordon Bell, the Borough’s Parking Manager has provided some guidance on the 
recommended approach to be taken – these notes are at Annexe 12. The sub-Committee 
has looked at the Mortlake CPZ booklet and questionnaire, but does not consider that the 
format is suitable for Teddington where there has been residents’ involvement in a 
comprehensive parking review. The residents in the designated areas either side of the 
station must be consulted, as must High Street traders and residents between Station 
Road and Udney Park Road. The sub-Committee considers it important that all residents 
in the Study area be fully informed about this parking review and its recommendations – by 
letter or at a public meeting, and given the opportunity to support or object to the options 
outlined in this document. The sub-Committee also considers that the views of Teddington 
residents outside the designated areas at either side of the station should also be sought 
to identify areas where parking pressures exist. A questionnaire along the lines of Annexe 
7 would be an invaluable aid to future planning.   
     
11.2 Publication of this report 
The sub-Committee recommends that as this document would be too expensive to print 
and distribute to residents, that copies should made available by:- 

 placing copies in Teddington and Hampton Wick Libraries; 

 putting the document on the Council website; 

 putting the document on the Hampton-online.co.uk website;  

 making it available by Email; and 
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 making it available on CD rom (about 30p a copy).  
 
11.3 Public display and/or public meeting? 
The options for change will have a significant impact on Teddington if implemented. It is 
therefore important that maximum publicity be given to the potential changes should 
options 2 or 3 be adopted. The public displays in Teddington Library about the pedestrian 
safety measures were very successful. A similar, but smaller scale display showing the 
potential changes and areas affected, would obviously be helpful. The possibility of a full 
public meeting has been mentioned at 11.1 above – if we get feedback about the need for 
a full public meeting, Gordon Bell will be advised. 
     
11.4 Issue of Consultation Documents 
The sub-Committee recommends that the Consultation Document be issued on the basis 
of one per household or business, individually addressed (per Council Tax register). 
Where larger properties are divided into flats, these should be treated as individual 
households. It is important that an accurate record of the issue of the Consultation 
Document be kept to avoid the charge that a household did not get one, and was therefore 
not consulted. 
 Recommendation 28. That the covering letter accompanying the Consultation 
Document be signed by Debbie Petty and Gordon Bell as representatives of both 
sides of the parking review. 
      
11.5 Response rate – minimum percentage acceptable 
The sub-Committee agreed that a 51% response rate was essential to give the 
consultation exercise credibility – even if this meant knocking on doors or sending 
reminders to get replies sent in.                
Recommendation 29. That residents be advised that a target response rate of 51% is 
required to ensure that the consultation results represent the view of the majority   
        
11.6 Publication of results and access to returned documents 
The sub-Committee believes that complete openness is essential, and recommends that a 
full road by road analysed summary of replies be made available for public scrutiny, along 
the lines of 11.2 above. 
Recommendation 30. That all documents, returns and summaries be available for 
public scrutiny           
  
11.7 Experimental introduction of options 2 or 3 
In the event of residents opting for change by choosing either option 2 or 3, the sub-
Committee recommends that the new scheme be brought in on an experimental basis, and 
that a full review take place after 6 month’s operation – or earlier if significant problems are 
identified.   
Recommendation 31. That in the event of residents choosing options 2 or 3, the new 
scheme should be brought in on an experimental basis and that a full review should 
take place after 6 month’s operation – or earlier if significant problems are 
identified.  
 

Section 12 – summary of recommendations 
 
Recommendation 1(p1.4). That Councillors, Council Officers and local residents should, 
in future, meet at least annually to carry out reviews of Teddington’s infrastructure and 
services, to ensure that standards are maintained and timely bids for resources are made.           
Recommendation 2(p2.2). That very short lengths of double yellow lines (or kerb 
buildouts at specific problem locations) be installed on corners and other places where 
illegally parked vehicles obstruct the free movement of pavement users.           
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Recommendation 3(p2.2). That the beginning and end of each stretch of authorised 
parking space or bay should be clearly marked to prevent parking too close to corners.   
Recommendation 4(p2.3). That wherever an environmental or other improvement takes 
place, steps must be taken to ensure that as far as possible, there is no net loss of parking 
spaces.             
Recommendation 5(p3.2). That wherever the UDP refers to maximum parking standards, 
the word “normally” should be inserted before the word “maximum”, to allow a degree of 
flexibility in areas such as Teddington, where roadside parking space is at a premium.         
Recommendation 6(p3.2). That all new or infill developments in Teddington should be 
required to have, as a condition of planning consent, adequate off street parking to meet 
the needs of current and future owners, tenants, and their visitors.  
Recommendation 7(p3.2). That where new developments are designed for people who 
do not own or use a car, and consequently no off-road parking is provided, a condition of 
planning consent should be that residents living in those developments will never qualify 
for a parking permit in the event of a CPZ being introduced.  
Recommendation 8(p3.3). That planning applications for the conversion of garages into 
habitable accommodation in areas where on road parking spaces are at a premium should 
be rejected in all but the most exceptional circumstances. 
Recommendation 9(p3.3). That pavement crossovers should normally be limited to one 
per premises to avoid the loss of kerbside parking at the front, side, or rear, of that 
premises, subject to the merits of the application. 
Recommendation 10(p3.4). That residents that suffer from regular full, or partial 
obstruction of access to their premises, should be entitled to apply for the access point to 
be whitelined. To prevent excessive or unnecessary whitelining, a notional charge of £5 
should be made for this service.   
Recommendation 11(p3.8). That a systematic approach be adopted to deal with written 
and verbal complaints/suggestions about parking and linked traffic issues. Anyone 
contacting Councillors or officials should be issued with the form at Annexe 7, with a 
request that it be completed to provide standardised information for analysis and future 
planning. All such information being placed in the public domain in line with normal UDP 
practice.     
Recommendation 12 (Marks & Spencer car park) (p3.9). That in order to ensure 
pedestrian safety, the Transport Consultative Group call in and review the decision to 
allow sole vehicle access and egress over the High Street pavement, and rule whether all 
vehicle access to the car park should be via the much safer current entrance in Cambridge 
Road.                             
Recommendation 13 (Marks & Spencer car park) (p3.9). That charges for using the car 
park during shop opening hours should be such that quick turnover parking is encouraged, 
and that a maximum of one hour’s parking be the norm.          
Recommendation 14(p4.6). That where CPZs are introduced, the Council should set an 
upper limit to the number of permits sold, to ensure that demand for parking spaces is 
broadly in balance with the supply of parking spaces during the hours of operation. 
Recommendation 15(p4.7). That the Council review its guidance on disabled parking 
facilities in Teddington to reduce the possibility of obstruction and congestion.  
Recommendation 16(p6.6). That businesses should provide off-road car parking for all 
staff that are essential car users.     
Recommendation 17(p7.2). That the Council should identify the key pedestrian routes in 
Teddington and introduce a programme of improvements to make them safe and attractive 
for pedestrians of all ages. In particular, to remove those trees which cause pavement 
damage with consequential high maintenance costs, and replace them with more attractive 
and suitable trees.   
Recommendation 18(p7.3). That Normansfield Avenue, Teddington, should no longer be 
included in the Hampton Wick Controlled Parking Zone, to allow free parking for 
Teddington residents who commute by train to central London.  
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Recommendation 19(p7.3). That the Council should press for increased rail services 
between Richmond and Kingston, possibly by extension of the District or Silverlink 
services, to encourage more people to come to Teddington by public transport. 
Recommendation 20(p7.4). That the Council should press bus companies for the early 
introduction of a single decker shuttle bus service between Kingston and Richmond 
serving Hampton Wick High Street, Normansfield Avenue, Broom Road, Teddington High 
Street, Waldegrave Road, Cross Deep, Richmond Road, Richmond Bridge and station.     
Recommendation 21(p7.5). That the Council should liaise with Railtrack and Southwest 
trains to provide enhanced bicycle parking facilities at Teddington Station to encourage 
greater use of bicycles as a means of getting to and from the station. 
Recommendation 22(p7.6). That the Council should encourage all schools, including 
church, community and private schools, to adopt effective green travel plans.       
Recommendation 23(p7.7). That the Council should approach all local organisations and 
businesses with a view to their introducing effective green travel plans to reduce car use 
by staff and management.  
Recommendation 24(p8.3).That the Council carry out checks on taxed vehicles that 
appear to be abandoned, using a form similar to that in Annexe 11, with a view to 
minimising the parking of such vehicles on public roads. 
Recommendation 25(p9.1- 5) . That a review of Teddington’s four CPZs should take 
place with a view to making better use of road space, but ensuring that residents’ interests 
are preserved. 
RECOMMENDATION 26(p10.1). THAT THE NON-OPTIONAL SAFETY MEASURES BE 
PUT IN PLACE BEFORE ANY WIDER CONSULTATION ABOUT PARKING TAKES 
PLACE – TO ENSURE THAT ALL RESIDENTS KNOW HOW MUCH KERBSIDE 
PARKING WILL REMAIN WHEN VOTING FOR ONE OF THE THREE OPTIONS AT 
10.3, 10.4 AND10.5. 
Recommendation 27(p10.4). That experimental 20mph zones be introduced in the two 
areas selected for consultation about the possible introduction of parking schemes. 
Recommendation 28(p11.4). That the covering letter accompanying the Consultation 
Document be signed by Debbie Petty and Gordon Bell as representatives of both sides of 
the parking review. 
Recommendation 29(11.5). That residents be advised that a target response rate of 51% 
is required to ensure that the consultation results represent the view of the majority                                                                                                            
Recommendation 30(p11.6). That all documents, returns and summaries be available for 
public scrutiny 
Recommendation 31(p11.7). That in the event of residents choosing options 2 or 3, the 
new scheme should be brought in on an experimental basis and that a full review should 
take place after 6 month’s operation – or earlier if significant problems are identified.  
                                  
 
        
27th  November 2002  
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