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Summary 
 
The suggestion from the Overview & Scrutiny Committee (O&S) for this review arose due to 
the fact that Ward Members felt they had more knowledge about local parking issues than the 
Highways Department of West Sussex County Council (WSCC); and that the number of off 
road parking spaces allowed by the County Council was often too few. This creates two main 
problems. 1. Refusing planning applications on parking grounds where County had No 
Objections often sees refusal overturned at Planning Inspector sometimes with costs. 2. 
Citizens have to suffer with their estates and surroundings turned into giant messy public car 
parks.  
 
The Off Street Parking Task and Finish Group was formed with the following Members:  
 
Cllr Brian Donnelly (Chairman) – Vice Chairman of O&S 
Cllr Lynn Lambert - Deputy Cabinet Member Strategic Planning 
Cllr Richard Landeryou 
Cllr Tim Lloyd – Vice Chairman of Planning Committee (South) 
 
Two of these Members sit on Planning Committee (North) and three sit on Planning 
Committee (South). 
 
Terms of Reference  
 
The following Terms of Reference were agreed by Members at the Group’s first meeting.  To 
consider: 
 

1. The role of West Sussex County Council as a consultee in discussions about off street 
parking particularly with reference to new builds. 

2. Whether Horsham District Council must have West Sussex as a consultee regarding off 
street parking 

3. Whether Horsham District Council need to set up their own body to look at the issue of 
off street parking as County’s comments tend to centre around road safety not the 
number of parking spaces needed 

4. A more flexible parking matrix 
5. The size of garages in off street parking considerations 
6. Drawing up guidance regarding charging points for electric cars 
7. The issue of parking on pavements 



1. General 
 
1.2 For several decades both in Horsham District and countrywide, there has been concerns 
amongst citizens that insufficient off street parking (OSP) has been provided in new builds. 
Possibly the problem really came to the fore 20 years ago when former Deputy Prime 
Minister, John Prescott, set new and lower standards for OSP. MP Prescott had good intent 
behind this in that he wished to see a reduction in car usage. However, his position was based 
on the transport facilities of large centres such as London where you do not normally need a 
car to move around as the mass transport systems are extensive. 
 
1.3 The Prescott Directives in the last decade have been eased by WSCC creating and 
regularly reviewing their Parking Matrix (PM). It has at its core the mantra to “promote lower 
levels of car ownership and use” (WSCC: Guidance on Parking at New Developments, 
Page 4, Principle C: Sustainable Transport). 
 
1.4 County’s PM is a good piece of work but has the weakness that it is a “one size fits all” 
tool. A single set of standards to cover all circumstances and locations does not work. 
Horsham District has many places of habitation that differ to each other. Some are big, some 
are small, some are modern some very old with small twisty roads and estates. Only the 
District Councillors know in detail their Wards and there are always one to three Councillors in 
every Ward, some of whom have lived there for decades. Many Councillors also have 
substantial experience as a Councillor, which strengthens their understanding of planning and 
parking matters in their own patch. 
 
1.5 County’s Highway Officers are first class professionals, but they do not have the immense 
local knowledge that Councillors have. In addition, they are responsible for all highways 
matters in West Sussex, which generates 1,000’s of planning applications each year that they 
must deal with. So it is understandable that they process many of these as desk top studies. 
Furthermore, WSCC over the past two decades has not received the funding from 
Government that they require, which has hampered their work and facilitated amongst other 
matters, staff turnover that impacts on their ability to progress work. 
 
1.6 Thus, while the Highway’s PM is evidence based, it understandably cannot take every 
factor into consideration, which the Ward Member on the ground can do. Former HDC Officer 
Peter Home said in his 2008 MA Dissertation for a BA in Planning: 
Page 28 - “the Commission for the Built Environment reported a high level of dissatisfaction 
with parking provision in new residential developments” and “attempts to restrict parking 
spaces as a means of curbing car ownership were felt to be unrealistic and have little or no 
impact on the number of cars a household would require”. 
Page 70 – “It was found that there is insufficient evidence to claim that parking standards, in 
their own right, will be able to effect demand management and reduce car use or ownership. 
Such a claim was found to rely on behavioural assumptions that are hard to substantiate in 
the real world”. 
These views are extensive throughout the country. 
 
2. Residential Buildings 
 
2.1 New houses form the largest part of planning applications submitted and thus the largest 
number of dissatisfaction over the amount of off-street parking allowed. 
 
 
 
 



2.2 A good example of this is the objection e-mail of 19 August 2020 below from John 
Connolly of Horsham on DC/20/1912, Norfolk Lodge 
 
 2.2.1 “Thank you all for your support in opposing Planning Application DC/20/0576 (Norfolk 
Lodge) at the recent Planning Committee North on 4th Aug. 2020. 
 
2.2.2 Hopefully the developers will go away and rethink their plans and return with a more 
appropriate and acceptable proposal. 
 
2.2.3 What became evident, as a result of the Committee discussions before a vote was 
taken, is how inappropriate the WSCC Highways Parking guidelines are when applied to this 
particular geographical area of Horsham.  
 
2.2.4 WSCC Highways had no objection to the proposal. 
 
2.2.5 A proposal for four separate residences (two flats, two semi detached houses, providing 
a total of nine bedrooms) with only two unallocated off street parking spaces was allowed to 
proceed through the planning system without any cause for concern by either WSCC 
Highways, or the Planning Officer involved. No provision was given for the impact that the 
excess parking would produce by these four dwellings on the already oversubscribed and 
congested resident’s on-street scheme. 
 
2.2.6 Trudie Mitchell, on behalf of Denne Neighbourhood Council highlighted this fact. Cllr 
Peter Burgess, mentioned this is a problem which keeps coming up and Cllr Brian Donnelly 
mentioned that Horsham should have its own car parking standards, rather than having to 
adhere to County standards. Cllrs Belinda Walters, Frances Haigh, Tony Bevis & Ruth 
Fletcher all contributed their concerns. 
 
2.2.7 This is going to be a constantly reoccurring problem which, from a practical point of view 
is only going to become more difficult. 
 
2.2.8 We currently experience overflow visitor parking from the 95 dwellings that comprise 
Holmes Park (former Council Offices - DC/17/2295) taking up residents on-street spaces in 
Chichester Terrace, mainly behind The Capitol. 
 
2.2.8 How best to seek a solution? 
 
 
2.3 Current Planning Applications that can potentially add extra and imminent parking 
impact on the area. 
 
2.3.1 In the coming months, Planning Application DC/16/2499 (Norfolk House, on the corner 
of Norfolk Road & North Street) will finally be completed and a visitor parking impact from the 
19 dwellings and one 3 bed dwelling cannot be ignored. 
 
2.3.2 Planning application DC/20/1003 (Sussex House on North Street, with a rear 
exit/entrance on Chichester Terrace) will, under permitted development, provide 20 
apartments from previous office space. The possibility of additional planning application being 
applied for to either add another floor to the building, or to build another dwelling on the 
ground floor (as was the case with DC/16/2499) cannot be ruled out. 
 
2.3.4 Planning application DC/20/0085 (corner of Chichester Terrace and Norfolk Road) for 5 
flats with only two designated parking spaces for the whole site, including the existing house 
has currently been rejected but is, I understand, under appeal. 



2.4 Potential Planning Applications that could impact the area in the future. 
 
2.4.1 It is not unreasonable to expect commercial property developers will seek to exploit the 
existing structures in our immediate area for redevelopment. 
 
2.4.2 Potential properties that could be developed into housing/flats (based on my own 
personal observations from the 30 years living here) include the following and are outlined in 
the map area bordered by Park Street, Wellington Road, Norfolk Terrace to the BT Exchange. 
 
2.4.3 When viewed from an overall perspective you can see this area is under extreme 
pressure from any new planning applications that would impact on residents parking. Under 
the current legislation there is very little restraint that can be applied to the developers, apart 
from each application continually being referred to Committee for discussion for either 
approval or rejection. 
 
2.4.4 Can a more robust defence of our local streets be instigated so that the legal 
requirement for the provision of relevant parking spaces is included in any new planning 
applications before they are submitted for approval?” 
 
 
3. Retirement Homes & Care Homes 
 
3.1 Developers of these types of properties always attempt to get away with the lowest 
number of car parking spaces possible. 
 
3.2 Yet many senior citizens continue to drive well into their nineties. Driving licence holders 
by age in the UK in 2017 were: 
 
55-64 years old  – 7.0 million 
65-74 years old  – 5.5 million 
75 years or older – 2.6 million  
 
3.3 Thus adequate provision must be made for sufficient car parking for them, staff, visitors 
and service personnel. 
 
3.4 This needs to be reviewed. 
 
 
4. Business & Industrial Buildings 
 
4.1 Currently car parking spaces are calculated by using the floorspace of the unit. No 
consideration is made of the number of workers that will be in the unit. 
 
4.2 DC/20/0789, Former B&W Building, Elm Grove Lane, Steyning is a good example. 
Based on 87m2 office floorspace, it was deemed that 3 car parking spaces were required. Yet 
it is planned that 9 staff will work in the unit. The fact that this site is just off the congested 
High Street, accessed by a narrow lane and in a cramped locality was not taken into 
consideration as it was deemed a “sustainable” site. 
 
4.3 Parking for business and industrial buildings needs to be reviewed. 
 
 
 
 



5. Restaurants & Take Away Outlets 
 
5.1 It is believed that car parking for these outlets needs to be re-assessed. 
A failure to ensure that there is appropriate parking arrangements for customers and staff can 
sometimes result in anti-social behaviour. 
 
5.2 DC/14/2006, Dominoes, 18 Lower Street, Pulborough is an example of an approved 
application against local members concerns about potential parking problems. Unfortunately, 
this has come true as the site is on the A283, a busy major road that is a key route if you go 
wet-east/east-west in West Sussex. Delivery staff have been parking their cars in 
inappropriate places inconveniencing through traffic as well as disturbing nearby residents late 
at night. Currently, the management appear to be resolving the problem of their delivery 
drivers after the Pulborough Neighborhood Wardens spoke to them. But the problem remains 
with Dominoes customers, who late at night pavement park opposite the take away disturbing 
nearby residents. Solving this matter is ongoing. 
 
6. Parking on Pavements 
 
As Government were considering introducing new legislation in this matter, the Group decided 
to leave this for a future consideration. 
 
7. Meetings were Held With 
 
Sharon Evans – HDC Monitoring Officer 
Nigel Weston – HDC Strategic Planning Officer 
Chris Stark – Area Highways Manager WSCC 
Stephen Shaw – County Highways Development Management Team Leader WSCC 
Paul Eagle - Principal Planner, Transport Planning & Policy Team WSCC 
 
We thank all the Officers for their time and help with this Report. 
 
 
 
8. Background Information 
 
8.1 The group heard from the Monitoring Officer on the legal issues surrounding removing 
County Highways as a statutory consultee on off street parking decisions.  It also heard from 
the Council’s Projects Engineer and An Area Highways Manager, a County Highways 
(Development Management) Team Manager and a Principal Planner in the Transport 
Planning & Policy Team from West Sussex County Council.  Horsham’s Head of Development 
also attended a meeting. 
 
8.2  Some of issues observed were as follows:- 
 
8.2.1 The Government’s planning legislation limited the number of parking spaces which 

could be created off the street.  County Highways could not object unless the number 
was a significant deviation from the norm. 
 

8.2.2 The quantity of off street parking required by the WSCC Parking Guidance was felt to 
be inadequate, particularly in village / town centre locations.  The group felt that a one 
bedroom property should have two parking spaces, a two bedroom property 2 spaces, 
a three bedroom property three spaces, a four bedroom property 3 spaces 
 



8.2.3 Local ward members had a greater knowledge of the area and so were better placed to 
recommend the number of parking spaces required by a development 
 
 

8.2.4 Whether County Highways have to be a statutory consultee in off street parking 
decisions is ambiguous and open to interpretation. Clearly the law says that they are a 
statutory consultee on highways matters. And if the number of off street parking places 
is perceived by them to be too many, then they can object. But we believe that they will 
have to produce evidence why they object. Saying that the number of spaces exceeds 
their PM cannot be a reason unless there are clear facts of exactly how the spaces 
effect the highways. The normal indicator that Highways uses are the number of deaths 
or injuries at a site in determining risk. 
 

8.2.5 Within West Sussex both Arun District Council and Crawley Borough Council had 
developed their own SPD planning matrix. 
 

8.2.6 Mid Sussex District Council had also developed their own planning matrix but had gone 
back to using the County’s model as they believed it had a greater evidence base 
 
 

8.2.7 Many roads in the District are too narrow for on street parking 
 

8.2.8 In our rural district a car is essential for getting around as public transport is patchy.  It 
was difficult to encourage people to use the car less when there are no public transport 
options available. 
 

8.2.9 Car ownership in Horsham District is very high. Nationally, car purchases increase year 
on year. Even when we fully move to electric vehicles or other types of powered 
vehicles, there will still be the same parking demand. But we need to proactively 
prepare all new sites with the ducting for electrical charging of vehicles. 
 
 

8.2.10 A lot of people had company vehicles at home in addition to their own vehicles 
 

8.2.11 The members of the Task and Finish Group felt that by allowing inadequate amounts of 
off street parking, cars were being forced to find parking on roads which could be 
dangerous 
 

8.2.12 A newly-developed SPD parking matrix could be fed into the Local Plan. 
 
 

8.2.13 It is noted that in the February 2020 HDC Horsham District Local Plan 2019-36 on page 
163, it states: “The number of parking spaces provided should take into account any 
available guidance, such as the West Sussex County Guidance on Parking at New 
Developments, and any future District parking standards guidance adopted by the 
Council”. 
 

 

 

 

 



 9.Report  

9.1 At the first meeting of the Task and Finish Group Members agreed that Arun District 
Council’s supplementary planning guidance could be used as a baseline for producing our 
own parking planning guidance/protocol. 
 
9.2 The opinion of the Monitoring Officer was obtained who said: 

 Horsham were the Planning Authority  

 County Highways must be consulted with regard to various types of development 
shown listed in schedule 4 of The Town and Country Planning (development 
Management Procedure) (England) Order 2015 and anything thought to have an 
adverse impact on safety including impact on overflow into the street could come under 
that interpretation. 

 If it were arguable that there was a safety issue and Horsham didn’t consult with 
County Highways as the statutory consultee, Horsham could be open to challenge by 
way of judicial review if a planning decision went to appeal due to lack of consultation.   

 County Highways had a right to comment on Local Authority Planning Decisions. 

 If Members were to develop a planning matrix requiring more parking spaces and 
therefore impacting on viability, it might push development away from Horsham and 
again be open to challenge 

 
9.3 The Group felt that Arun had been successful in developing their own planning matrix. 
 
9.4 It was also agreed to seek the views of a Planning Officer.  He stated: 

 West Sussex County Council is the local highway authority and statutory consultee. 
Its role is to provide advice to local planning authorities on the transport implications 
of a development to inform planning decisions.  

 HDC are the determining authority and must consider the advice of WSCC as a 
material consideration.  

 The new County Parking Standards approved in July 2019 are evidence based. 

 

9.5 The Group also decided to speak to Highways Officers from the County Council regarding 
whether Horsham could develop its own parking matrix.  Following discussions, the Group 
agreed they would develop their own planning matrix with Highways support and approval, but 
keep the County Council as a consultee to avoid planning appeals on those grounds. 

 
The Group concluded its review by making a number of recommendations based on 
Its findings.  

 

10. Recommendations 
 
It is recommended that: 
 
10.1 A consultant should be engaged for three months to develop a parking matrix for 
Horsham District Council similar to the one which had been developed by Arun District 
Council but fine-tuned to meet Horsham’s particular requirements 
 
10.2 The County Council be consulted on parking matters in respect of road safety issues 
 
 
 



10.3 That the HDC Parking Protocol for new residential builds throughout HDC be: 
 
1 bed    2 parking spaces 
2 bed    2 parking spaces 
3 bed    3 parking spaces  
4 bed    3 parking spaces 
 

10.4 A new parking protocol be developed for business sites, retirement homes, care homes 
and restaurants & takeaways 
 
10.5 Ducting for electrical car charging be placed in all new builds 
 
10.6 Review the dimensions of garages and car ports 
 
10.7 Consider prohibiting the conversion of garages or carports into rooms unless suitable 
garages or car ports are built in replacement on the same site 
 

 

Background Papers 
 
Appendices:  Arun Parking Standards Supplementary Planning Document 

Town and Country Planning (Development Management Procedure) Order 2015 

West Sussex County Council Car Parking Standards for new developers 
 
 
Councillor Brian Donnelly  
Chairman of the Off Street Parking Task and Finish Group 
23 November 2020 
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Appendices 

Appendix 1 

ARUN DISTRICT COUNCIL 

REPORT TO AND DECISION OF PLANNING POLICY 
SUB COMMITTEE ON 15 OCTOBER 2019 

 

PART A : REPORT 

  
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 
 

SUBJECT: Parking Standards Supplementary Planning Document 

REPORT AUTHOR: 
DATE: 

EXTN: 
PORTFOLIO AREA: 

Kevin Owen, Team Leader Local Plans 
16 September 2019 

37853 
Planning 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY: 

Following a four-week consultation (2 July to 30 July 2019) on a draft Supplementary 
Planning Document for Parking Standards, this report advises members on the 
representation made and the proposed response. The report makes the following 
recommendations in order to adopt the guidance as SPD to provide a material 
consideration for Development Management purposes. 

RECOMMENDATIONS: 

That the Planning Policy Sub Committee agrees the following: 

a) That subject to the proposed changes detailed in this report (and any further minor 
changes in consultation with the Chairman, Portfolio holder for Planning and Group 
Head of Planning), that the Parking Standards Supplementary Planning Document be 
recommended for adoption (following publication of the SPD for 4-weeks together with 
the statement of representations and Arun’s proposed response), at Full Council on 20 
January 2020. 



 

 
1. BACKGROUND: 

1.1 On 18 June 2019 Planning Policy Sub-Committee approved the draft Parking 
Standards Supplementary Planning Document (PS SPD), for a four-week public 
consultation (Background paper 1.). 

 
1.2 The adopted Arun Local Plan Policies T SP1 ‘Transport & Development’, T DM1 

‘Sustainable Travel and Public Rights of Way’ and T DM2 ‘Public Parking’ set out 
a framework for parking policy. The proposed draft PS SPD is intended to provide 
more guidance on the implementation of these polices in relation to parking 
provision and has now completed a four-week public consultation. In particular, 
Policy T SP1 Transport & Development’ states: - 

“d. Incorporates appropriate levels of parking in line with West Sussex County 
Council  guidance on parking provision and the forthcoming  Arun Design   Guide 
taking into consideration the impact of development upon on-street parking 

and;…” 

1.3 The PS SPD draws on and is broadly consistent with West Sussex County 
Council’s (WSCC) published ’Guidance on Parking at New Developments 
2019’. However, the Arun PS SPD makes several local departures to reflect 
the Arun position, local circumstances (e.g. incorporating electrical vehicle 
charging points in line with Arun’s approach) and to increase the usability of 
the document following comments submitted to WSCC on their document 
(Development Control Committee 14 November 2018). 

1.4 The Arun PS SPD consultation was sent to adjacent authorities, Parish 
Councils, businesses and the development industry, agents and other key 
stakeholders on the Council’s consultation database. An advert was placed on 
the Council’s web site and on the consultation portal and documents deposited 
in the libraries and office receptions at the Civic Centre and at Bognor Regis. 

1.5  

Representations were received from 11 consultees: - 

 Renaissance Retirement - objecting 

 Mr Cross – commenting 

 Mr Chester - commenting 

 Historic England – no comment 

 Ferring Parish Council – no comment 

 East Preston Parish Council – commenting/objecting 

 Littlehampton Town Council - commenting 

 West Sussex County Council - commenting 

 Bourne Leisure - objecting 

 Angmering Parish Council – objecting 

 Mrs Boulton - commenting 



  
1.6 Eight representors are commenting, three are objecting. The detailed 

representations can be accessed in Appendix 3. 
 

1.7 A summary of the representations is set out in Appendix 2 to this report together 
with the Council’s proposed response against the matters raised. 

1.8 The objection from renaissance Retirement contends that the standards for 
parking and cycle provision are too high. It is not proposed to amend the PS SPD 
standards as it will be down to the applicant to evidence and justify any need for 
departure and there is flexibility to take into account any local availability of 
sustainable transport choices. 

1.9 Angmering Parish Council maintains an objection that the parking standards per 
dwelling is too low based on local experience and also that cycle lane provision 
should be required to resolve on street parking congestion. It is not proposed to 
amend the PS SPD standards as the standards are evidence based adopting the 
WSCC guidance on parking zone characteristics (e.g. car ownership) and 
behaviour. Cycling and sustainable transport provision will be addressed   though 
s.106 requirements and or CIL while the draft Arun Design Guide will address 
access and the layout of development. 
 

1.10 A number of individual representations commented on the methodology including 
ways to improve or clarify the PS SPD and these are set out in Appendix 2. 

1.11 The PS SPD with track changes responding to and addressing matters raised by 
representations is set out in Appendix 1 to this report. The key changes will entail: 

 

 Clarification in the SPD where the guidance adopts an approach 
bespoke to Arun compared to the West Sussex County Council 
guidance; 

 Clarification of the current context for Electric Vehicle Charging that 
Draft Technical Guidance for Building Regulations requirements for EV 
charging is currently out for consultation until 7 October 2019. Explain 
that if these new requirements are added to building regulations – these 
requirements would need to be taken into account/would take the place 
of the requirements below; 

 Paragraph 2.4 needs clarification that Table 2.1 provides ADC’s current 
EV charging provision requirements; 

 Paragraph 2.6 to provide further clarity on standards and how they differ 
from WSCC guidance; 

 Para 2.7 amend the paragraph to state that the standards differ to 
WSCC by increasing requirements every 5 years rather than every year 
and also that by 2033 the Arun standards require 100% of spaces on a 
scheme to have EV charging points; 

 Under Table 2.2 clarify provision of Electric Charging Points (i.e.. there 
should be one EV charging point per house with a driveway or garage); 
and clarify Electric Vehicle Charging Spaces (i.e.. between 2018 and 
2022 – 20% of parking spaces on any new development must include 
an active EV charging space). There should be clarification that the  



percentages  apply each year until the next increment applies; 

 Under Principle 3 – include reference to ‘passive’ charging points as per 
the WSCC guidance; 

 In Table 4.1 amend the text against D2 Assembly and Leisure – remove 
“as these are D2 uses, those standards should be applied (Part A) …” 

 

1.12 A number of officer comments sought clarification on how standards would 
apply to residential institution uses, hotels and HMOs. The PS SPD will 
include clarification that in such developments - requirements would be 
determined according to the circumstances of each development. Further 
clarification was also sought regarding para 3.2 and public transport 
contributions – clarification in the PS SPD will explain the distinction between 
CIL and S.106 forms of contribution. 

 

1.13 The Council is therefore, proposing the Parking Standards SPD progress to 
adoption at Full Council following the 4-week publication the SPD and the 
statement of representations and proposed changes on which comment may 
be made (as required by Regulation 12 ‘Public Participation’ of ‘The Town & 
Country Planning Act (Local Planning) (England) Regulations 2012’). 

 
 

1.14 Following adoption, the  Parking Standards SPD  will be  given  significant  
weight and used as a material consideration in determining planning  
applications. 

 



 

2.   PROPOSAL(S): 

The Parking Standards SPD is recommended for adoption by Full Council following the 
required 4-week consultation period, in order that it can be used for calculating parking 
provision (including for Electric Vehicles) at Development Management stage when 
applications are being determined. 

3. OPTIONS: 

The proposal is to adopt the guidance as SPD to provide standards as a material 
consideration to secure appropriate parking provision - or not to adopt the guidance. 

4. CONSULTATION: 

This will follow if the recommendations as set out above are agreed. 

Has consultation been undertaken with: YES NO 

Relevant Town/Parish Council  x 

Relevant District Ward Councillors  x 

Other groups/persons (please specify)  x 

5. ARE THERE ANY IMPLICATIONS IN RELATION TO 
THE FOLLOWING COUNCIL POLICIES: 
(Explain in more detail at 6 below) 

YES NO 

Financial  x 

Legal  x 

Human Rights/Equality Impact Assessment x  

Community Safety including Section 17 of Crime & 
Disorder Act 

 x 

Sustainability  x 

Asset Management/Property/Land  x 

Technology  x 

Other (please explain)  x 

6.  IMPLICATIONS: 

The Adopted Local Plan 2018 was subject to a Sustainability Appraisal which included 
assessment of social, economic and environmental objectives and impacts and necessary 
policy mitigation. Policies T SP1 ‘Transport & Development’, T DM1 ‘Sustainable Travel 
and Public Rights of Way’ and T DM2 ‘Public Parking’ together with the PS SPD will 
materially improve the quality of development int terms of energy performance and carbon 
reduction, street scene, congestion and pollution. 

 

7. REASON FOR THE DECISION: 

The recommendations are intended to ensure that developments deliver the necessary 



  
 

level of provision in terms of parking provision including for electrical vehicles and active 
charging infrastructure in order to mitigate their impact in relation to the scale of 
development proposed and consequent demand from population and households to use 
such facilities. 

8. BACKGROUND PAPERS: 

1. Item 9: Parking Standards SPD – Planning Policy Sub-Committee 18 June 2019 

https://democracy.arun.gov.uk/documents/g669/Public%20reports%20pack%2018th-Jun- 
2019%2018.00%20Planning%20Policy%20Sub-Committee.pdf?T=10 

https://democracy.arun.gov.uk/documents/g669/Public%20reports%20pack%2018th-Jun-2019%2018.00%20Planning%20Policy%20Sub-Committee.pdf?T=10
https://democracy.arun.gov.uk/documents/g669/Public%20reports%20pack%2018th-Jun-2019%2018.00%20Planning%20Policy%20Sub-Committee.pdf?T=10


Summary Table of Representation responses 
 

Rep. 
Reference 

Name/Agent 
Name 

Comment Summary ADC Response/Proposed Change to 
SPD 

PS SPD3 Renaissance 
Retirement Ltd 
(Mr Tanner) 

Arun Parking Standards SPD 
The requirement for cycle 
provision for sheltered housing 
for the elderly should be lower. 

 
Suggests 1 cycle space per 5 
sheltered units. 

 

No change. 

 
 
 

The onus will be on the applicant to 
provide evidence to show expected 
uptake of cycling.  See Principle 6 c). 

PS SPD4 Renaissance 
Retirement Ltd 
(Mr Tanner) 

Arun Parking Standards SPD 
The car parking requirement for 
sheltered housing for the 
elderly should be lowered. 

 
Suggests 1 car parking space 
per 2 sheltered units 

 

No change. 

 
 

The SPD makes allowance for the 
applicant to explain how the proposed 
parking provision will meet the needs 
for the development. The SPD allows 
for flexibility in provision subject to 
availability of sustainable transport 
modes and choices. 

PS SPD5 Mr Cross Table 2.2 Electric Vehicle 
Charging Points 
Requirements 
Seek to avoid parking spaces 
on new developments where 
they provide a single garage 
and two parking spaces in-line 
on a driveway. 

 
Suggests double 
driveways/double garages to be 
provided where two spaces 
required. 

 
 

No change 

 
 
 
 

The Council is receptive to these 
issues – however, this matter is more 
appropriately addressed through the 
commissioned Arun Design SPD. 

PS SPD6 Mr Chester Table 2.3 Recommended 
levels of cycle provision 

 
Define the size of a parking 
spaces as well as for garages. 

 

Is it possible to include 
guidance which prevents the 
future conversion of garages or 
parking spaces into 
extensions/conversions to 
habitable rooms? 

 
 

Agreed – Add clarification that all 
standard parking spaces are 6mx3m 

 

No change - Conversion of a garage to 
a habitable room would be subject to 
planning application and therefore, 
loss of a parking space would be a 
material consideration in the decision 
making. 

PS SPD7 Mr Chester Residential Parking Guidance 
Where a development takes 
place in a zone with no parking 
provision required – this will 
result in higher density 
development. 

 

These developments should 
contribute towards sustainable 

 
 

There is no zone where no parking 
provision is required. 

 
 
 

No change - The SPD strongly 



Rep. 
Reference 

Name/Agent 
Name 

Comment Summary ADC Response/Proposed Change to 
SPD 

  transport initiatives instead. promotes the potential for sustainable 
transport modes and choices. 

PS SPD10 Historic England Arun Parking Standards SPD 
No specific comment. 

 

Noted. 

PS SPD11 Ferring Parish 
Council 

Arun Parking Standards SPD 
No Comment 

 

Noted. 

PS SPD12 East Preston 
Parish Council 

Table 3.1 Expected level of 
provision for new residential 
dwellings 
There is an under-provision of 
parking spaces in zone 2 
especially considering that adult 
children stay at home for longer 
but may also own cars as well 
as their parents. 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Garages shouldn’t be counted 
as parking spaces because 
they are rarely used for parking. 

 
 

Are the figures in the table a 
maximum or minimum? 

 
 

No change. 
The parking standards SPD is a 
starting point for parking on new 
developments.  Principle 2 gives a 
level of flexibility to the standards 
which will allow planning consideration 
of the expected level of vehicle 
ownership and therefore, parking 
levels.  Furthermore, the standards 
also require that where parking 
provision is reduced that contributions 
for sustainable modes of transport are 
made (see paragraph 3.2). 

 

Add new text to state that garages 
equal 0.5 parking space but a car port 
would count as 1 parking space 

 
 

No change. 
The draft SPD aims to set parking 
standards which must be used as a 
starting point in the design of new 
developments. It does not set 
minimum or maximum standards but 
sets standards and principles which 
will allow informed planning 
consideration of the level of parking 
provision and appropriate provision to 
be permitted.  . 

PS SPD 13 Littlehampton 
Town Council 

Table 3.1 Expected level of 
provision for new residential 
dwellings 
Sustainable transport initiatives 
need to be incorporated to 
support lower parking provision 
in town centre locations. 

 
 

Town Centre car parking 
provision should accommodate 
visitors and anticipate growth in 
the development of flats. 

 
 
 

Acknowledge schools and 

 
 

No change. 
See paragraph 3.2. of the draft SPD. 
Schemes will need to be identified on a 
case by case basis and CIL or S106 
monies will need to be allocated to 
sustainable transport provision. 

 
No change. 
Visitor parking provision is included 
within the draft SPD and parking 
standards include provision for the 
development of flats. The draft SPD 
does not include provision for new 
public car parks. 

 
No change. 



Rep. 
Reference 

Name/Agent 
Name 

Comment Summary ADC Response/Proposed Change to 
SPD 

  transport hubs which generate 
parking needs. 

 
 

Guidance should specify 
parking bay size. 

 
 

Take into account increased 
use of front gardens as parking 
spaces and therefore more 
dropped curbs which reduce on 
street parking capability. 

See section 4 of the Draft SPD – Non- 
residential parking guidance. 

 
 

Agreed – see comment against PS 
SPD 6 

 
 

No change. 
See Principle 1 of the draft SPD. 

PS SPD 14 West Sussex 
County Council 

Arun Parking Standards SPD 
Ensure reference to the ‘WSCC 
Guidance on Parking at New 
Developments May 2019’ 
(WSCC GPND) is reference 
consistently (e.g. para 1.1). 

 
Figures have been rounded up 
or down to whole numbers 
rather than using the exact 
values in the WSCC GPND 
This approach needs to be 
explained in the SPD to avoid 
confusion. Suggest using the 
same numbers as the 
guidance. 

 
Para 2.5 needs to clarify which 
standards are being referred to 
regarding electric charging 
points (assuming those in Table 
2.1 consistency with the ‘WSCC 
Guidance on Parking at New 
Developments May 2019’). 

 
Para 2.6 needs quantification, 
timescale and justification 

 
 
 

Table 2.2 Electrical Vehicle 
Charging Points Requirement’s 
is not consistent with WSCC 
GPND appendix B:- 

 

 2023: 41% 

 2028:62% 

 2033: Should no be 
included as not 
modelled by WSCC 
GPND 

 

Par 2.14 Principle 3 needs to 
be amended to accord with 

 

Noted. consistent references will be 
made. 

 
 
 

Noted. An explanation to be added to 
SPD. The rounded-up figures help to 
simplify the approach in Arun for 
development management 
interpretation and is more accessible 
to users. 

 
 
 

Agreed. 
Further clarification has been provided 
within the Electric Vehicle Charging 
point section of the SPD. 

 
 
 

Agreed. 
Further clarification provided on the 
Governments zero carbon targets and 
future potential regulation and 
changes. 

 

Noted. Arun percentages follow a 
lower trajectory than shown in the 
WSCC GPND 2019 and represent an 
increase every 5 years instead of 
incrementally every year for ease of 
implementation 

 
 
 
 

 
Noted. Para 4.7 of the WSCC GPND 
2019 refers to 20%. 



Rep. 
Reference 

Name/Agent 
Name 

Comment Summary ADC Response/Proposed Change to 
SPD 

  WSCC GPND – ‘Active 
charging points for electric 
vehicles at 24% not 20% 

 
Para 2.17 Principle 6 should be 
amended to be consistent with 
WSCC GPND para 4.14a. that 
garages should be 0.5 of a 
parking spaces rather than 1 
parking space. Consequently, 
suggest amending Table 2.3. 

 
Ref to par 2.17 Principle 6 is to 
Table 2 but should be table 
2.3? 

 

Para 3.1 ref to Table 3 should 
be Table 3.1? 

 
Table 3.1 support strike out of 
zone 5 as isn’t applicable in 
Arun. However, it is suggested 
that the table figures should not 
be rounded 

 
Clarification required on Table 
4.1 regarding Use Class D2 
Assembly and Leisure. 

 
 
 

Agreed and amended accordingly. 

 
 
 
 
 

 
Agree – see response to PS SPD 12 

 

Agree – amended accordingly. 

Noted. 
See earlier response on the same 
point. 

 
 

Agreed – text has been amended. 

PS SPD 15 Bourne Leisure Table 2.2 Electric Vehicle 
Charging Points 
Requirements 
Provision of electric charging 
points should take a more 
flexible approach (e.g. QE DM3 
of the adopted Local Plan does 
not set minimum standards) 
when applying the standards to 
tourist accommodation. This is 
due to the significant increase 
in demand on the national grid 
compared to the current 
demand of leisure facilities. 

 

Electric vehicle charging points 
at leisure facilities should be 
provided from a central location 
in a dedicated area. Suggests 
additional wording to paragraph 
2.7: “…minimum standards for 
new development in this SPD. 
These standards should be 
used as a guide for 
developers and will be 
assessed on a case by case 
basis. 

 
 

No change. 
The SPD does allow flexibility 
regarding the location of electric 
vehicle charging points within a car 
parking area. 

 
 
 
 
 

 
No change. 
As above. 

PS SPD 16 Angmering 
Parish Council 

3 Residential Parking 
Guidance 

 



Rep. 
Reference 

Name/Agent 
Name 

Comment Summary ADC Response/Proposed Change to 
SPD 

  Parking spaces should increase 
per house in new 
developments. Angmering 
shows higher number of 
commuters than average. 

 
On street parking/road widths in 
new developments causes 
problems for emergency 
vehicles as well as visitor 
parking (which is under 
provided) Increase cycle lane 
provision to help with all of this. 

No change. 
The draft SPD uses parking behaviour 
zones which reflect the level of car 
ownership anticipated. Also see 
Principle 2. 

 
No change. 
See Principle 1. And also see 
paragraph 3.2. Sustainable transport 
schemes will need to be identified and 
funded via CIL or S106 contributions. 

PS SPD 17 Mrs Boulton Arun Parking Standards SPD 
Coach parking on the Green 
Littlehampton – relocated 
elsewhere (e.g. industrial park) 
to deter cars parking when 
coach parking is empty. 

 

No change. 
The draft SPD only deals with parking 
provision associated with new 
development (section 4) and this will 
be down to decision making on a case 
by case basis. These issues would be 
appropriately dealt with via traffic 
management/regulation and licensing 
and via allocations through the 
development plan. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

Appendix 2 

 

Town and Country Planning (Development Management Procedure) Order 2015 

 

http://www.legislation.gov.uk/uksi/2015/595/schedule/4/made 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

https://protect-eu.mimecast.com/s/7vJlCg2y4flELMcNMTK1?domain=legislation.gov.uk


Appendix 3 

 

West Sussex County Council Car Parking Standards for new developers 

https://www.westsussex.gov.uk/media/1847/guidance_parking_res_dev.
pdf 

https://protect-eu.mimecast.com/s/TVGHCj8B4Cjo7WuRqKgZ?domain=westsussex.gov.uk
https://protect-eu.mimecast.com/s/TVGHCj8B4Cjo7WuRqKgZ?domain=westsussex.gov.uk

