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Relevant matters  
 

M81. Are all of the requirements of policies T6 and T6.1 to T6.5 
necessary to address the strategic priorities of London, or do they 

extend to detailed matters that would be more appropriately dealt 
with through local plans or neighbourhood plans? In particular: 

a) Should the Plan allow local plans and neighbourhood plans to 
apply the maximum car parking standards flexibly to take account 
of local evidence including about car ownership and use; parking 

stress; public transport; walking and cycling; the scale, mix and 
design of particular developments; the character and appearance 

of an area; and economic viability? 
 
As an Outer London Borough, Barnet has significant concerns regarding 

the DLP’s approach to car parking and the adverse impact of more 
restrictive parking standards for new development, particularly in more 

suburban and rural areas.  
 
Although some areas within Barnet have characteristics of an Inner 

London borough, particularly in the south; there are also areas with a very 
suburban character in the north. Whilst some parts even have a similar 

character to neighbouring Hertfordshire. A one size fits all approach to 
transport and parking based solely on a Central / Inner London approach 
to character and parking patterns would not appropriate.  

 
Continued car use in the lower density suburbs of Outer London remains a 

reality, irrespective of public transport service and the limited reliability 
improvements on offer. Barnet therefore is advocating for the Mayor to 
take a more strategic approach that allows some space for flexibility, to 

acknowledge that local evidence and approaches to car parking have a 
role to play.  In the case of Barnet this may require a less restrictive 

approach in some respects than is set out in the draft London Plan for 
residential development. 
 

The London Plan needs to recognise that even with improvements to 
public transport, walking and cycling routes, there will still be a reliance 

on the car for some journeys in Outer London boroughs.  Barnet 
recognises that change is required and is supporting the current evolution 
of the motor vehicle through support for car clubs, an extensive 

programme of EV charge points and e-bikes, as well as developing our 



 

own long-term transport strategy.  But as an Outer London Borough, 
Barnet has significant concerns regarding the DLP’s approach to car 
parking and the adverse impact of more restrictive parking standards for 

new development, particularly in more suburban and rural areas. 
 

Continued car use within lower density suburbs of Outer London will 
remain a necessary reality. Barnet therefore advocates for more flexibility 
to acknowledge local evidence-led approaches to car parking that may be 

a less restrictive approach than the London Plan, but will be necessary to 
ensure an appropriate approach to residential development. 

 
The London Plan needs to recognise that even with improvements to 
public transport, walking and cycling routes, reliance on the car will 

remain important in Outer London boroughs  
 

The borough strongly takes the view that unit size must be taken into 
account in London Plan residential car parking standards, with the larger 
residential units more likely to contain a greater number of residents, and 

therefore requiring more parking spaces. 
 

The council’s evidence has shown that larger properties with more 
bedrooms have more cars per unit, as would generally be anticipated. 

Although in recent years 78% of units consented have been 1 or 2 Bed, 
this still means that 22% of units in the borough are larger.  In these 
instances, we consider that car parking standards should be allowed to 

reflect the greater number of occupants of these units.    
 

Table 1 Average number of vehicles per unit by bedrooms per household 2011 in 

Barnet (Source: ONS) 
 

Bedrooms/household  
Average number of vehicles per 

unit 

1 0.53 

2 0.81 

3 1.14 

4 1.53 

5+ 1.76 

 
 

From an examination of PTAL scores we have noted that within Barnet a 
high overall PTAL score can mask a poorer or relatively low orbital 
connectivity for sites, whereby the site is shown as relatively accessible 

using PTAL scores but this is only really the case in a Radial, Inner-Outer 
direction, with East–West, Orbital, accessibility sometimes much less 

developed or apparent. Therefore, the application of London-wide parking 
standards as a one size-fits-all approach will be very difficult to achieve.  
 

In Outer London where overall transport accessibility is lower, public 
transport is frequently based on radial services going in and out of the 

centre; the transport network is less dense.  A single bus service in any 
direction can significantly affect the PTAL score. 



 

 
Large areas of the borough are dependent on the Northern line or longer-
range bus routes such as when travelling to Brent Cross. To travel in an 

orbital direction the journey can often entail travelling along the Northern 
line to Camden Town and changing branches to travel back up again in a 

Northwards direction due to the lack of faster orbital connections. By way 
of example, a journey time between the Council’s offices in Whetstone and 
Brent Cross Tube Station will take 36 mins by the Northern Line.  A direct 

bus journey from Whetstone High Street to Brent Cross Shopping Centre 
takes 49 minutes (off peak). The journey would take 30 mins to cycle and 

1 hour 44 minutes to walk.  Whereas a car journey could be undertaken in 
approximately 18 minutes off peak.  
 

Another issue for Outer London PTALs is that the PTAL scores can decline 
or ‘fall away’ very quickly e.g. from PTAL 6 to PTAL’s 2 and 3 once leaving 

the immediate area around a tube station, as is the case with Edgware.  
In addition PTAL’s do not reflect the destinations that can be reached from 
the station, especially if it is the terminating station. PTAL therefore forms 

a good starting point to understand public transport accessibility in an 
area, however, it would be restrictive to use it as the sole or main 

mechanism for setting policy across the whole of London without allowing 
for any local consideration of context and situation. 

 
We therefore request the Mayor allow space for greater flexibility around 
the adoption of boroughwide parking standards, so that local distinctions 

between Orbital and Radial connectivity can be taken into account, where 
overall public transport accessibility is lower, such as in Outer London. 

 
Barnet also considers that the London Plan does not sufficiently evidence 
the parking standards it has provided.  Although there is an accompanying 

report on parking issued with the London Plan, this went to great lengths 
to emphasise the issues around car use and dependency in terms of land 

use, safety, environment and congestion. 
 
After setting out the problems caused by car use, however, the standards 

were simply stated, with little to no evidence provided.  We would expect 
such evidence to set out how proposed standards would achieve London 

Plan targets for public transport mode split or share and how they will 
achieve the environmental ambitions of the plan.  Moreover, there was no 
evidence to set out what levels of air quality, congestion benefits and 

mode split improvements would be achieved were the proposed parking 
levels adopted. 

 

Having taken all our evidence into account the borough would propose to 

apply the following standards for residential car parking subject to ratification 

and adoption. As can be seen, for 1-2 bed properties they broadly accord with 

the Draft London Plan standards. For larger properties, there is a proposed 

greater allowance of car parking provision reflecting the evidence from the 

boroughs census figures. Even so in the lower PTAL ranges (PTAL 0-1) these 

standards fall within the maximum levels proposed in the Draft London Plan. 

The principal differences therefore are in relation to PTAL’s 2-3, for the 3+ 

bedroom properties where our proposed standards are slightly less restrictive, 



 

and for PTAL 4 where there is recognition of the partial nature of CPZ 

coverage within the borough and Orbital PTAL’s are also intended to be used. 

 
Proposed Maximum Parking Standards for the London Borough of Barnet 

PTAL  

Maximum spaces per unit 

Draft London Plan 2017 
Outer London  

LBB Proposed Parking 
Standards for 1/2 bed units 

 LBB Proposed Parking 
Standards for 3+ bed unit 

0 1.5* Up to 1.25 Up to 1.5 

1 1.5* Up to 1.25 Up to 1.5 

2 1 Up to 1 Up to 1.25 

3 0.75 Up to 0.75 Up to 1 

4 0.5 Up to 0.5^ Up to 0.75^ 

5 Car-free Car free - 0.5† Car free - 0.5† 

6 Car-free Car free Car free 

 

*Where small units (generally studios and one-bedroom flats) make up a proportion of a 
development, parking provision should reflect the resultant reduction in demand so that 
provision across the site is less than 1.5 spaces per unit. 
 
^Where orbital PTAL is calculated to be less than or equal to 3, standards should be applied 
flexibly within this range. 
 
†Where CPZ's are in place and orbital PTAL is calculated to be greater than or equal to 4, 
development should be car-free. 

 

Car usage remains a key transport mode in the lower density suburbs of 
Outer London. Barnet considers that the London Plan must allow the 

application of local car parking standards for Outer Borough locations with 
lower PTAL levels.  
 

Barnet’s evidence indicates that there is a considerable mismatch in PTAL 
level depending on whether a predominantly radial or orbital approach is 

taken to determining accessibility. Locations in the more urban, denser 
areas of the Borough may still suffer from poor orbital connections, 
whereas others on the periphery may have poor radial connections  

 
Barnet considers that the London Plan must allow the application of local 

car parking standards for Outer Borough locations with lower PTAL levels. 
The application of the London-wide parking standards as a one size-fits-all 
approach will be very difficult to achieve.  

 
It should be noted that despite the London Plan and the Mayor’s Transport 

Strategy setting an overall 80% target for use of sustainable modes each 
borough is getting a specific target – in relation to Barnet that target is 
72%. If TFL are tailoring the targets that they require for each borough it 

follows that if parking restraint is a component or tool in the achievement 
of that target then individual boroughs should have greater scope to 

establish their own parking levels. 


