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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? 
 
1. Introduction 

1.1 The following hearing statement outlines why the London Borough of Hillingdon 
("Hillingdon") considers that greater flexibility is required in setting car parking 
standards. This greater flexibility consists of:  
 

a) An amendment to Criterion H of Policy T6 to lift the proposed ban on Outer 
London Boroughs setting minimum car parking standards.  
 

b) An amendment to Paragraph 10.6.3 to set a correct interpretation of a site’s 
PTAL. 

 
1.2 Greater flexibility is also sought on specific elements of the residential and office 
car parking standards, with the amendments required set out in the relevant hearing 
statements to M82 and M84 respectively.  
 
1.3 Whilst Hillingdon accepts that justification may exist warranting the use of 
maximum car parking standards within London, there is insufficient flexibility in specific 
parts of these policies and thus they would not be effective in helping to achieve 
sustainable development. These specific parts of the policy are not based on a 
consistent approach, nor are they based on proportionate evidence and therefore 
should not be considered justified.  
 
1.4 If this flexibility cannot be included in the Draft London Plan, then the 
mechanism for setting car parking standards should revert solely to Local Plans, to be 
written in line with Paragraph 105 and 106 of the NPPF (2019). 
 
2. Minimum Car Parking Standards        

2.1 Criterion H of Policy T6 of the minor suggested change version of the draft 
London Plan (2018) outlines the following:  
 

Boroughs that have adopted or wish to adopt more restrictive general or 
operational parking policies are supported, including borough-wide or other 
area-based car-free polices. Outer London boroughs wishing to adopt minimum 
residential parking standards through a Development Plan Document (within 
the maximum standards set out in Policy T6.1 Residential parking) must only 
do so for part of London that are PTAL 0-1. Inner London boroughs should not 
adopt minimum standards. Minimum standards are not appropriate for non-
residential use classes in any part of London. 
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2.2 Criterion H prohibits London Boroughs from introducing minimum car parking 
standards within local plans, with the exception of residential parking standards for 
Outer London PTAL 0-1.  
 
2.3 This is deemed to be inconsistent with Paragraph 39 of the National Planning 
Policy Framework (NPPF) (2012) which allows local authorities to set local parking 
standards for both residential and non-residential development where there is local 
evidence to justify doing so.   
 
2.4 The ban on minimum car parking standards reduces the scope of Outer London 
Boroughs to deal with overspill parking pressures, which are detrimental to highway 
safety and the parking amenity of existing residents and occupiers. Where local 
evidence exists demonstrating high levels of car ownership and parking stress, this 
ban should not be considered justified.  
 
2.5 The London Borough of Hillingdon is particularly impacted by the restrictive 
nature of the Mayor’s approach to car parking and the requirement for minimum car 
parking standards is requested in light of the following local circumstances 
(NLP/AD/25):  
 

 86% of the residential population live within an area of PTAL less than 2 
(defined as ‘poor’ by TfL) and 51% of the residential population living within an 
area of PTAL between 1 and 1b (defined as ‘very poor’ by TfL); 
 

 An assessment of journeys between key destinations has determined that 
public transport does not provide a viable alternative for the vast majority of 
trips. Analysis shows that 89% of trips are quicker by car than public transport; 
 

 An assessment of 2,506 Points of Interest within Hillingdon (shops, doctors 
surgeries etc.) concludes that 46% are located in areas with low public transport 
access.  
 

 Car ownership in Hillingdon is higher than in any other London borough, 
correlating with the lowest average PTAL;  
 

 LBH is the London borough with the highest amount of residents travelling to 
work by car, reflecting the number of residents that work outside of London and 
the limited availability of public transport. 
 

2.6 As such, Annex 1 of this hearing statement proposes an alteration to Criterion 
H of Policy T6 to remove the ban on London Boroughs introducing minimum car 
parking standards.  
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3. Calculating a Site’s PTAL  

3.1 Paragraph 10.6.3 of the minor suggested change version of the draft London 
Plan (2018) outlines the following: 

 
When calculating general parking provision within the relevant standards, the 
starting point for discussions should be the highest existing or planned PTAL at 
the site, although consideration should be given to local circumstances and the 
quality of public transport provision, as well as conditions for walking and 
cycling.  

 
3.2 Paragraph 10.6.3 introduces an interpretation as to how PTAL should be 
determined on site, which will have likely implications for achieving sustainable 
development, particularly on large strategic site allocations.  
 
3.3 The use of the highest existing or planned PTAL rating is not considered to be 
the most appropriate interpretation, as one site may have multiple PTAL ratings across 
different parts of it, reflecting the varied connectivity of different points of the site. 
Under the approach proposed in Paragraph 10.6.3, only 1% of a site maybe within a 
higher PTAL rating, yet under this interpretation this higher PTAL rating would apply 
to the remaining 99% of the site as well.   
 
3.4 Annex 1 of this hearing statement proposes an alteration to Paragraph 10.6.3, 
so that the PTAL rating of the site is reflective of the average connectivity of the entire 
site.  
 
4. Conclusion  

4.1 Whilst justification may exist to warrant the use of maximum car parking 
standards within London, there is insufficient flexibility in specific parts of the car 
parking policies and thus they would not be effective in helping to achieve sustainable 
development. Furthermore, the ban on setting minimum standards is inconsistent with 
Paragraph 39 of the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) (2012) which allows 
local authorities to set local parking standards for both residential and non-residential 
development where there is local evidence to justify doing so.   
 
4.2 Annex 1 of this hearing statement proposes amendments to lift the ban on 
Outer London Boroughs setting minimum car parking standards, as well as an 
amendment to Paragraph 10.6.3 to set a correct interpretation of a site’s PTAL. 
 
4.3 Greater flexibility is also sought on specific elements of the residential and office 
car parking standards, with the required amendments to the specific standards set out 
in the relevant hearing statements to M82 and M84 respectively. These specific parts 
of the policy are not based on proportionate evidence and do not represent a 
consistent approach within the policy and therefore should not be considered justified. 
 
4.4 If this flexibility cannot be included within the Draft London Plan, then the 
mechanism for setting car parking standards should revert solely to Local Plans, to be 
written in line with Paragraph 105 and 106 of the NPPF (2019). 
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Annex 1: Proposed Alterations to the minor suggested change version of the 
draft London Plan (2018) 
 

Reference Text 
 

Policy T6 
Car Parking 
Criterion H 

 
Boroughs that have adopted or wish to adopt more restrictive general or 
operational parking policies are supported, including borough-wide or 
other area-based car-free polices. Outer London boroughs wishing to 
adopt minimum residential parking standards through a Development 
Plan Document (must do so within the maximum standards set out in 
Policy T6.1 Residential parking) must only do so for part of London that 
are PTAL 0-1. Inner London boroughs should not adopt minimum 
standards. Minimum standards are not appropriate for non-residential 
use classes in any part of London. 
 

 
Paragraph 

10.6.3 

 
When calculating general parking provision within the relevant 
standards, the starting point for discussions should be the highest 
average (rounded if necessary) existing or planned PTAL at the site, 
although consideration should be given to local circumstances and the 
quality of public transport provision, as well as conditions for walking and 
cycling. Disabled persons parking provision for Blue Badge holders, car 
club spaces and provision for electric or other Ultra-Low Emission 
vehicles should be included within the maximum provision and not in 
addition to it. 
 

 


