
  Report of the Task and Finish Panel – Car Parking 

 
 
Report of the Chairman of the Panel, Cllr Dorothy Baverstock (Portfolio: Planning 
Policy & Transport)  
 

Recommended:  

1. That the parking standards and minimum dimensions of spaces currently 
set out in the adopted Revised Local Plan (2016) be reviewed as part of 
the next local plan review. 

2. That the next local plan review consider what practical steps could be 
taken to influence the design and layout of future parking within 
residential schemes. 

3. That the Council write to Government to highlight the issue of commercial 
vehicles parking in residential areas and request steps are taken to 
enforce possible restrictions. 

 

SUMMARY:  

 The Overview and Scrutiny Committee appointed a member Panel to review the 
issues of residential parking; public car parking; and commercial vehicles being 
parked in residential areas and identify recommendations for future provision and 
control. 

 

1 Introduction  

1.1 The provision of safe, convenient and usable car parking allows for functional 
residential schemes and town centres. In a predominantly rural area the use of 
private vehicles to access work, facilities and services is often the only realistic 
option and as such sufficient car parking is needed. 

1.2 In September 2018, OSCOM agreed to establish a panel to undertake a 
review of car parking within the Borough. The Panel was chaired by Cllr 
Dorothy Baverstock and also included Cllr Cockaday, Cllr C. Dowden, Cllr 
Hawke, and Cllr Johnston. 

1.3 The Panel met six times with members undertaking their own site visits of 
residential schemes. As a result of the review, the Panel has sought to 
evaluate the approach taken by the Council, and identify future areas for 
further development which forms part of the recommendation.  

2 Background 

2.1 The overall aim of the Panel was to review the Council’s approach to car 
parking. The breadth of such a topic necessitated a focus on three areas as 
agreed at OSCOM in September 201; these were (1) residential parking; (2) 
public car parks; and (3) the parking of commercial vehicles in residential 
areas. 



2.2 The scope of the three areas covered both the regulatory and planning fields 
and as such the panel were assisted by the Engineering and Transport 
Manager and the Head of Planning Policy. 

2.3 Throughout the discussions the panel identified possible tasks that may be 
undertaken in future OSCOM reviews. This included the provision of electric 
vehicle charging points; a review of public car parking charges; and the 
process for reviewing the provision of on-street personal disabled parking 
spaces.   

3 Findings 

Residential Parking 

3.1 As part of the review into the current Local Plan the Council revisited the 
residential parking standards, which were last reviewed by Hampshire County 
Council, as highway authority, in 2002. In accordance with government advice 
at that time, there was a desire to reduce dependence on travel by car in 
favour of more sustainable options. This focuses on promoting the majority of 
development in accessible locations and encouraging alternative methods of 
travel to the car. This resulted in the standards being established as 
maximums. This approach did not specifically aim to curtail car ownership and 
didn’t recognise the high dependence on cars in rural areas.  

3.2 In response to a change in government guidance giving the Council flexibility 
to establish their own parking standards the Council undertook a review of the 
current situation. This included a review of the existing and future car 
ownership levels within Test Valley. According to the 2011 census 86.5% of 
households within the Borough had access to a car or van, which is 
considerably higher than the national average of 74.2%. Furthermore 48% of 
households have 2 or more cars or vans in Test Valley, which is again 
considerably above the national average of 32% and the South East average 
of 40%.  A range of residential schemes across the borough were also 
assessed to consider both the number of spaces and how the spaces were 
provided.  

3.3 This evidence allowed for the Council to establish minimum residential parking 
standards. It was considered that there would be a need to provide details 
within the policy identifying that there may be circumstances when lower 
parking provisions may be considered, to include where the demand for 
parking would be lower as a result of the type of development, where there are 
significant constraints or where parking overspill can be controlled. It was 
necessary to have these caveats to ensure that the Council wasn’t acting 
unreasonably.  

3.4 The majority of the major residential developments in Andover and Romsey, 
which have completed or are nearing completion were permitted at the time of 
maximum standards. The Panel recognised that those schemes where a 
minimum standard had been used in the planning application process had yet 
to be built out and occupied to the extent were a detailed review could be 
undertaken. The Panel considered that this should be undertaken as part of 
the review into the next local plan.  



3.5 In association with the parking requirements a standard dimension for garages 
was included within the local plan. Garages would only count as a car parking 
space where a minimum internal dimension of 3m x 6m for a single garage. 
This would ensure that garages are of sufficient size to be usable for the 
parking of cars and provide some room for cycles and other storage. This 
approach of specifying the width of garages was tested at appeal at 
Abbotswood with the Inspector endorsing the Council’s standard (see annex 
1). 

3.6 The panel brought examples of parking spaces within residential 
developments which were not being used by residents. This led to 
inappropriate parking which effected how people move within the site. The 
points raised by the panel complement a Corporate Action Plan workstream in 
which officers evaluate major development areas and identify lessons to be 
learnt for future schemes. Both of these reviews have identified the 
importance of well designed, located and laid out areas of parking within 
residential schemes in order to reduce the conflict between parked cars and 
pedestrians.  

3.7 Panel members also identified the issue of tandem parking in front of garages. 
It was highlighted that this arrangement may prevent residents from utilising 
the garage as a car parking space because of the inconvenience of moving 
vehicles. The panel recommended as part of the review of the local plan 
consideration be given to influencing the design and layout of parking 
arrangements within residential developments.  

Public Car Parks 

3.8 Members fully recognised the key role that having appropriate and well 
advertised public car parks have in maintaining the vitality and viability of our 
town centres. They did, however, recognise that healthy town centres are not 
solely reliant on car parking but that there are other interconnected elements 
such as the provision of public transport; improved retail and entertainment 
offer; and improvements to the public realm.  

3.9 As part of the work of Romsey Future and Andover Vision the Council 
commissioned consultants to asses the adequacy, quality and location of 
parking provision within Andover and Romsey looking at past trends, existing 
provision and trying to forecast future parking requirements in the short (5 
years); medium (10 years) and long term (10+ years) to establish if there is, or 
is likely to be, a deficit or surplus in public car park provision.  

3.10 The Council operates eight pay and display car parks in Romsey, ranging from 
short stay parking of up to 2 hours, to long-stay all-day parking. In Andover 
there are 15 car parks with a similar breadth of length of stay.  Due to the 
number of variables the panel recognised the difficulty in forecasting future 
demand. They did, however, look to ensure that any future redevelopment of 
both town centres incorporate sufficient and well designed car parking to meet 
the needs of visitors and residents, including those from surrounding rural 
areas who primary means of accessing the town centres is via private car.  It 
was also acknowledged the need to ensure disabled parking, with appropriate 
gaps between spaces, formed part of any future review.  



3.11 With regards to the dimensions of parking spaces the local plan sets out a 
minimum width of 2.4m x 4.8m. This is the design standard used for Council 
car parks.  However, dimensions do vary depending on site restrictions. As 
part of this review the panel explored the dimensions of private cars in order to 
consider whether the minimum parking standards were appropriate. 

3.12 The size of cars varies considerably with the average size of a family car being 
1.6m wide x 4.4m and with the average size of a multiple person vehicle being 
1.8m wide x 4.6m. Whilst both types of vehicles would fit within the minimum 
spaces the panel recognised that certain 4x4 models have gained popularity 
and may not fit within the dimensions of the parking spaces. This may cause 
unintended inconvenience for other users.  

3.13 Whilst there is no data available for the range of sizes of vehicles that use the 
Council’s car parks or owned within the Borough the panel felt that in their 
experience there was an increased size and that the minimum standard 
should be reviewed. It was recognised that an increase in the dimension of 
parking spaces would have an impact on the numbers of spaces however the 
panel considered it necessary to review the minimum standard and 
incorporate this within any future proposals for additional parking and included 
within the next local plan. 

 Parking of commercial vehicles in residential areas 

3.14 The panel raised concerns over the ever increasing number of commercial 
and oversized vehicles parking within housing estates. Whilst parking 
restrictions (e.g. resident permit zones, single and double yellow lines) had 
been introduced in some areas these are ineffective in preventing works 
vehicles parking in residential areas.  The panel recognised that the Parking 
Team do endeavour to be responsive to complaints from the public when 
organising enforcement patrols but they suggested more should be done to 
raise the issue at a national level. The Panel recommended that the Council 
should write to Government to highlight the issue and request steps are taken 
to enforce possible restrictions.  

3.15 Linked to the above discussion was the issue of restrictions being put in place 
through covenants and who was responsible for enforcement. The panel 
recognised that this was not the role of the Council but felt that more could be 
done by landowners and developers to raise greater awareness to residents of 
the restrictions and put in place measures of enforcement.  

4 Conclusion 
 
4.1 This report considers the review of car parking provision and focuses on three 

main areas of provision, standards, location and enforcement. The Panel 
recommends several actions with the intention of improving the car parking 
provision on residential schemes and for residents and visitors to Andover and 
Romsey, in the future.  

 
4.2 The report also identifies topics which the panel considers to be potential 

areas for future OSCOM reviews. 

 



 

 

Background Papers (Local Government Act 1972 Section 100D) 

 

Test Valley Borough Local Plan (2016) 

iTransport parking study (2017) 

 

Confidentiality   

It is considered that this report does not contain exempt information within the 
meaning of Schedule 12A of the Local Government Act 1972, as amended, and can 
be made public. 
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