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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? 
b) Are the requirements of policies T6 and T6.1 to T6.4 relating to the provision of 
infrastructure for electric or other ultra-low emission vehicles justified and consistent with 
national policy? 
 
1. INTRODUCTION 

1.1. Yes, the requirements of policies T6 and T6.1 to T6.5 are necessary to address the 
strategic priorities of London. A pan-London framework for parking restraint and 
management is essential to supporting the wider aims of the Plan, ensuring sustainable 
development, delivering the Mayor’s Transport Strategy (MTS) and enabling TfL to fulfil 
its duties to manage London’s strategic road network. This framework and parking 
policies of the Plan already consider and reflect a variety of local circumstances and 
allow, as appropriate, a reasonable level of flexibility to account for them but further 
flexibility beyond this would undermine the achievement of strategic objectives. The 
requirements relating to electric and other ultra-low emission vehicles are both 
justified and consistent with national policy,  

2. THE STRATEGIC ROLE OF PARKING STANDARDS 

2.1 As well as playing a central role in delivering the MTS, TfL has a duty to manage the 
strategic road network in London under the Traffic Management Act 2004, while the 
boroughs and Highways England have the same duties for the roads for which they are 
responsible. Congestion is one of London’s biggest challenges and it comes with 
significant economic, social and environmental costs. It is imperative that 
opportunities to minimise these costs as London grows are taken, including through 
restraining parking provision at new development.1 Greater parking provision is closely 
associated with higher levels of car ownership and use2 and parking policy is one of the 
most effective levers (of which there are few) to influence travel behaviour and manage 
demand for car travel. 

2.2 More widely, there is a series of important interdependencies between the Plan’s 
parking policies, the other transport policies and the delivery of the Plan as a whole. 

                                                 
1 London’s congestion challenge is set out in more detail in ‘Understanding and managing congestion in 
London’ (NLP/AD/58) which specifically recommends residential development with low or zero parking through 
the London Plan 
2Residential Car Parking (2017) Transport for London: 
https://www.london.gov.uk/sites/default/files/london_plan_evidence_base_-_residential_car_parking.pdf 
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For instance, the transport policies of the Plan support outcomes that in turn support 
more new homes to be delivered (and delivered sustainably). They also contribute to 
virtuous cycles of lower car dependency, lower congestion and pollution, better public 
transport and improved public health and quality of life. This is summarised in Figure 1 
below.  

Figure 1 – Interdependencies between parking, the London Plan, the Mayor’s 
Transport Strategy and strategic priorities for London 

 

Source: TfL City Planning, loosely based on a diagram by Roger Levett 

2.3 Not setting maximum parking standards at the strategic level would make these 
relationships significantly harder to influence. To put this into context, we modelled 
different levels of interventions to test the effects on transport outcomes as part of 
the evidence base for the MTS. With no intervention, overall congestion levels would 
be projected to rise from today’s levels by 52 per cent3 by 2041, with significant 
impacts across the whole of London as shown by Figure 2. Expanding the public 
transport network (e.g. through schemes such as the Bakerloo line extension or 
Crossrail 2) without demand management measures results in significant increases in 
congestion levels.  

                                                 
3 Total vehicle delay across the GLA based on the London Plan reference case (the reference case is set out in 
the Outcomes Summary report addendum (NLP/TR/16a) and the Strategic Transport Modelling Report 
(NLP/TR/002)) 
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Figure 2 – Most congested junctions in 2041 with and without the MTS interventions 

 

Source: Mayor’s Transport Strategy Outcomes Summary (2017) Transport for London p.37 

 

2.4 In contrast, the full MTS package, including demand management measures, keeps 
levels of congestion broadly similar to today’s (with some variation between different 
areas of London) despite a significant rise in population to 10.8m. Higher parking 
standards risk undermining this and other benefits, as well as the significant investment 
and collaboration between the Mayor, TfL and the boroughs required to achieve them.  

2.5 On the whole, outer London boroughs are more likely to pursue higher parking 
provision, and while the rate of congestion may tend currently to be lower, congestion 
has a greater effect on more people in outer London4 and the risk of increased 
congestion if action is not taken is significantly higher. Parking standards must make a 
fair contribution towards reducing congestion across London as part of a well-balanced 
package of measures, rather than accepting higher parking and expecting wider traffic 
filtering, higher user charging or other measures to compensate so the road network 
can be effectively managed.  

2.6 We believe that this alone provides clear and compelling justification for maximum 
parking standards for both residential and non-residential development in order to 
manage London’s road network, in line with the National Planning Policy Framework 
(NPPF) (although there are other important justifications set out in other matters). It 
also demonstrates the risks of boroughs catering for high levels of growth while 
maintaining the current approach to car parking. Our approach is also important in 
making the best use of land in London. The 2018 NPPF supports the use of maximum 
parking standards to optimise development densities - while in the national context 
this applies to city and town centres, most areas in London have population densities 
higher than those found in most cities and town centres across the UK (see Figure 3). 
Therefore in the London context, parking maximums are appropriate and necessary 
pan-London in order to optimise densities beyond existing levels to deliver a sufficient 
number of new homes.    

                                                 
4 Due to the greater proportion of people using cars and the greater distances travelled in outer London 
compared to the rest of London 
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Figure 3 – Density comparison of UK cities 

 
Source: TfL analysis of 2011 Census as mapped5 by Dan Cookson (@danc00ks0n)   

2.7 While some boroughs argue for local approaches to parking, it is difficult to agree that 
parking standards are purely a local issue. Just under half of boroughs defer to the 
London Plan residential standards in their local plans, as shown by Figure 4, 
furthermore, nearly three in five car trips originate in a different borough to which they 
terminate.6 This means that local flexibility in applying these standards must be limited 
to a reasonable extent to prevent provision in one borough leading to unacceptable 
impacts in another and undermining the achievement of network and strategic 
objectives such as congestion and pollution that simply do not respect borough 
boundaries. Indeed, boroughs including Newham and Tower Hamlets have raised 
concerns about outer London parking standards affecting their ability to manage their 
road network, as did Highways England in its consultation responses, and a number of 
boroughs in both inner and outer London expressed support for the restraint applied in 
the parking policies.  

                                                 
5 EU Population 2011 by 1km grid: https://dancooksonresearch.carto.com/u/dancookson/viz/49ca276c-adf9-
454a-8f64-0ccf0e46eed0/embed_map 
6 London Travel Demand Survey (2016/17) 
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Figure 4 – Boroughs’ approach to parking standards7 

 

Source: TfL City Planning analysis of boroughs’ local plans 

2.8 We note that a letter8 from the RT Hon James Brokenshire has been submitted to the 
EiP Evidence Library. While this does make a passing reference to concern around 
parking, we would highlight that MHCLG’s consultation response9, which went into 
considerably more detail than the letter, makes no such reference. LB Hillingdon has 
also submitted a document to the Library that argues for more generous provision in 
their borough, which claims to have considered input from TfL. To be clear, our 
feedback highlighted serious flaws in their methodology and errors in their conclusions 
which were not addressed in the final report. We do not believe it should be 
considered sound evidence for the reasons set out in more detail in the appendix 
below.  

3 LOCAL FLEXIBILITY 

3.1 The previous section set out why maximum parking standards are required to address 
strategic priorities in London. However, we recognise the different context in different 
boroughs and the varying role cars play now, and will continue to do so to some 
extent, even as the MTS is delivered. In fact, this is a key element of the parking 
standards framework proposed. Not only are the outer London standards considerably 
more generous than inner London, the use of town centres, Opportunity Areas and  
PTAL allows for the standards to vary between inner and outer London boroughs 

                                                 
7 This map shows how residential car parking standards set out in local plans relate to the standards set out in 
the London Plan. This analysis has been made in broad terms without necessarily reflecting every part of local 
parking policy. Some boroughs in the first category completely defer to the London plan standards, while 
others make reference to the London Plan and add additional local considerations. Where draft local plans have 
gone to consultation, these standards have been reflected. 
8 Letter from RT Hon James Brockenshire to Sadiq Khan, Mayor of London, 27 July 2018 (NLP/AD/31) 
9 Respondent number 2631 
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respectively. This ensures higher maximums can be applied in, for example, Bexley 
than in Haringey.10   

3.2 It is therefore important that the call from some boroughs for further flexibility is 
considered in light of both the strategic importance of maximum parking standards and 
the extent to which they already vary spatially and allow flexibility within the defined 
parameters. Beyond the general conformity test for boroughs’ local plans and judging 
each proposal on its specific merits, there are specific provisions in the policies for 
local flexibility. For outer London boroughs for example, the Plan enables them to set 
minimum standards for residential development in PTAL 0-1, and to set higher 
maximum standards for office development in specific areas in line with the process 
set out in Policy T6.2 part D. There is also flexibility to allow some re-provision above 
the retail parking standards in certain circumstances. 

3.3 Differences in car ownership and use compared to sustainable modes are already 
accounted for through the use of PTAL, which is very closely linked as shown by Figure 
5. 

Figure 5 – Car ownership and mode share by PTAL, split by inner and outer London11 

 

Source: London Travel Demand Survey 

3.4 A careful balance has been struck between the necessary strategic framework and 
local flexibility. Promoting further flexibility in the Plan beyond the defined 
parameters would undermine the ability to reduce congestion, emissions, road 
danger, severance and health inequalities across London. 

3.5 Parking stress can be managed through Controlled Parking Zones (CPZs), which are 
already in place in many areas of London, particularly around stations and town centres 
where growth is likely to be focused. Following the Minor Suggested Changes, Policy 
T6 now makes explicit the need for boroughs to expand CPZs where necessary both to 

                                                 
10 As the average PTAL is higher in Haringey than Bexley 
11 Note PTAL 0 in inner London is not included due to an insufficient sample size 
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enable new development and to prevent it causing congestion. Occupiers of new 
developments can be excluded from eligibility for residents’ permits, secured by 
planning condition, and where a CPZ is not currently in place, financial contributions 
can be sought from developers to implement one. We recognise that delivery is 
sometimes challenging but we are committed to supporting boroughs as needed. 

3.6 Both on and off-street parking affect the character and appearance of an area and the 
Plan’s parking policies look to reduce this impact, supported by the Healthy Streets 
Approach to improve the experience of London’s streets as places. While factors such 
as character of an area or the design of a development may be relevant to establishing 
parking provision, these should be considered within the framework of maximum 
standards and should not be given priority over them. This is necessary to ensure 
sufficient consistency across London, manage the impacts of parking and deliver the 
required housing growth.  

3.7 While economic viability is affected by many factors, in London, access to public 
transport and high-quality public realm are particularly important to developers and 
occupiers. In terms of the vitality of high streets and town centres, the quality of the 
environment and ‘destination’ is likely to be an increasingly important factor as retail 
patterns change. It is interesting to note that people arriving by foot actually tend to 
spend more than those coming by car.12 This means that reducing the impact of traffic 
in well-connected locations, including through parking policies, should help strengthen 
economic viability and local vitality rather than undermining them.  

4 ELECTRIC AND OTHER LOW EMISSION VEHICLES 

4.1 The parking policies of the Plan ensure sufficient infrastructure for electric and other 
ultra-low emission vehicles, with the aim of vehicle movements to be carbon-free by 
2050. This reflects the Mayor’s manifesto commitment, a significant and fair 
contribution to the UK-wide reduction targets under the Climate Change Act 2008 and 
national government policy as part of its Clean Air Strategy.  

4.2 To ensure all vehicles parked at new residential developments can have zero tailpipe 
emissions by 2050, all residential parking is required to have 20 per cent active and 80 
per cent passive charging facilities. This reflects the difficulty of retrofitting and the 
need to consider and support the anticipated switch to ultra-low emission vehicles. It 
also captures the particular advantages of home charging – such as the ability to charge 
overnight when electricity demand is low – as set out in the Government’s Road to 
Zero strategy. It also enables ‘smart charging’ to be implemented, which allows 
electrical output to be managed and can prevent the need for additional substation 
capacity (as illustrated by Figure 6). A lower overall provision of parking also enables a 
higher proportion of spaces to provide charging for the same overall cost. 

                                                 
12 Those accessing town centres by foot spend on average 40 per cent more over the course of a month than 
those who drive – Walking Action Plan (2018) Transport for London 
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Figure 6 – Illustration of how smart charging can reduce peak electrical capacity 
requirements by managing when different vehicles charge 

 
Source: Loosely based on a diagram produced by the My Electric Avenue project13  

4.3 The Plan also requires proposals for retail developments that include significant car 
parking to also provide rapid charging facilities. Operational parking, such as for fleet 
vehicles, taxis or loading bays, is often included to support the function of the 
development. If transport is to be carbon free by 2050, these vehicles will also need to 
be zero emission and the Plan therefore requires all such provision to provide the 
necessary infrastructure.  

5 CONCLUSION 

5.1 Parking provision in new development is a strategic issue of critical importance to 
London and the sustainability of its growth. It is a very effective way of influencing 
travel decisions as the city grows and is vital for ensuring lower congestion, emissions 
and health inequalities in the years to come. It also enables the public and active 
transport networks to more efficiently move people around the city, freeing up space 
for economically important freight movements. 

5.2 The Plan seeks to apply this strategic approach, but with considerable regard for the 
different circumstances in different areas of London, and it provides specific 
mechanisms for appropriate local flexibility. The Plan’s policies also provide important 
support for cleaner vehicles which will be essential in delivering better air quality and 
reducing greenhouse gas emissions, in line with the UK Government’s policies and 
aspirations.  

  

                                                 
13 http://myelectricavenue.info 
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Appendix - Rebuttal to London Borough of 
Hillingdon’s Parking Standards justification: 
Assessment of Available Data  
 
1. INTRODUCTION 

The report ‘London Borough of Hillingdon’s Parking Standards Justification: Assessment of 
Available Data’ (NLP/AD/25) seeks to justify parking standards that are higher than the 
adopted London Plan maximum standards, and presumably has been submitted to inform 
the discussion on the draft London Plan parking standards. As part of engagement on the 
local plan process, TfL provided comprehensive comments to LB Hillingdon highlighting a 
number of concerns with the methodology used, but the vast majority of these comments 
have not been reflected in the final report. Most fundamentally, the analysis does not 
attempt to examine journey patterns that are representative of Hillingdon residents, and 
does not consider the fact that growth is expected to be focused in well connected 
locations14. We therefore argue that this document is not sound evidence and that the claim 
on page six stating ‘this presentation takes into consideration feedback from TfL’ is 
potentially misleading.  

2. CRITIQUE OF FINDINGS AND METHODOLOGY 

The report attempts to justify higher parking provision on the basis of ‘unique challenges’ 
within the borough, in particular: 

Claim 1: A high proportion of residents (86%) live in areas of Public Transport Access Levels 
(PTAL) 2 or below and the impact of the Elizabeth line is limited (pages 8-11) 

While this is an accurate statement in isolation, it is not relevant to residential parking 
standards, which apply only to new development, as growth will be focused in well 
connected locations. In Hillingdon’s case, 71 per cent of large site SHLAA capacity between 
2020-29 is in areas of PTAL 3-6.15  

Furthermore, it is true that the Elizabeth line will have limited effect on PTAL in Hillingdon, 
but it does increase the level at Hayes, where significant growth is planned. More 
importantly, the Elizabeth line will provide wider connectivity enhancements, with quicker 
journey times to key destinations and interchanges such as Tottenham Court Road, Stratford 
and Canary Wharf (which, as noted, is not fully captured by PTAL alone).   

Claim 2: Most trips are quicker by car and few can be switched to other modes (pages 12-17) 

LB Hillingdon’s definition of trips is highly unrepresentative: 9 of the 13 locations chosen 
represent16 fewer trips made by Hillingdon residents than just 2 locations - Uxbridge and 
Hayes, where most of the growth is focused. This is likely because the destinations include 

                                                 
14 GLA/TfL analysis of SHLAA sites  
15 GLA/TfL analysis of SHLAA sites 
16 Our analysis of the London Travel Demand Survey shows that 8.5 per cent of Hillingdon residents’ trips start 
or end within 500m any of Stockley park, the M4 Junction 4, Mount Vernon Hospital, Brunel University, West 
London Industrial Park, Ickenham station, Harefield hospital, Eastcote station or Northwood Station. In 
contrast, 10.0 per cent started or ended within 500m of either Uxbridge or Hayes and Harlington stations. 
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trips between locations such as hospitals, an industrial park and the M4 junction 4,17 which 
very few people will travel directly between (if travelling to these locations at all). Figure 1 
below shows that most of the destinations analysed on page 12 of the report are within 
close proximity to Hillingdon’s growth areas around Uxbridge and Hayes and could be 
reasonably easily reached by public transport or active modes.  

Figure 1 – Growth, public transport and LB Hillingdon’s selected destinations 

 

Source: GLA housing-led population forecast and London Travel Demand Survey  

The assessment of journey time does not appear to capture delays due to congestion or 
the time it takes to park and walk to the final destination, both of which are highly likely to 
get increasingly worse over time if high levels of car-dependent development are delivered.  

Further journey time comparisons involving access to five ‘key’ destinations are then made 
(three of which are represented above, plus Heathrow and a particular Sainsburys store) for 
example, claiming 97 per cent of Hillingdon’s population are able to travel to Uxbridge town 
centre within 30 minutes by car but only 40 per cent can reach it within 20 minutes by public 
transport (it is not clear why different journey durations are used here). Again, this is not 
relevant to new residential developments, which will not be distributed in the same way as 
the existing population. Indeed, much of Hillingdon’s growth will take place in and around 
Uxbridge town centre.   
                                                 
17 Only 0.1% of trips made by Hillingdon Residents start or end within 500m of the M4 Junction 4 – London 
Travel Demand Survey 
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The same flawed origin and destination methodology was used to analyse cycling potential 
(for example the ‘M4 Junction 4’ is unlikely to be an appealing destination for people who are 
cycling) which ‘eliminates’ 71 per cent of the unrepresentative sample of car journeys. The 
analysis also takes trip distances from commute trips which, aside from being a small 
minority of trips, 18 tend to be made over longer distances than journeys made for other 
purposes, and therefore understate how ‘cyclable’ the majority of trips are. 

Our analysis, updated in 201619 (which was not reflected in the report), looks at journey 
distances, encumbrance, age and other factors, and suggests 58 per cent of Hillingdon 
residents’ car trips could be cycled, and a further 6 per cent that are not cyclable could still 
be made by public transport within a similar journey time to the car. This is for all Hillingdon 
residents, and the potential for sustainable mode use will be significantly higher in the better 
connected areas where future growth is concentrated. Where growth occurs in less well 
connected areas, the proposed London Plan standards will enable greater levels of car 
ownership. 

Claim 3: Points of interests are not accessible enough by public transport (pages 18-21) 

The analysis appears to selectively group PTAL 3 with lower levels of PTAL, and the same 
figures could equally be presented as 54 per cent of points of interest are within PTAL 3-6. 
Again, no attempt is made at determining likely demand to each of these points (for 
instance, a car repair facility will not be of interest to someone who does not own a car, nor 
will it be a weekly, monthly or even regular destination for the vast majority of households) 
or indeed how close people live to such services (given the proportion of current residents 
that live in PTAL 2, it is not surprising that amenities also locate there, but these will often 
be accessible by foot if not by public transport).  

Claim 4: Car ownership is high in Hillingdon, ownership does not translate to use and many 
cars are not used for commuting (pages 22-29)  

It is true that car ownership across Hillingdon as a whole is high for London, but ownership 
does vary by public transport access, and almost half of Hillingdon households in PTAL 4-6 
do not own a car. This is similar to well connected areas of other London boroughs on the 
GLA boundary and suggests that car ownership in Hillingdon is in part explained by its 
distribution of PTAL, rather than a need for greater parking provision at higher PTAL, where 
growth will be focused. We also contend that local policy influences ownership levels and 
that ownership does not necessarily imply need. 

LB Hillingdon also appears to be claiming that ownership does not necessarily translate into 
use, specifically travelling to work. While there are several factors that influence this 
relationship, the Hillingdon analysis, again, only uses commuting car trips rather than all trips, 
and when more comprehensive and granular data is considered (such as all London boroughs 
or PTAL within inner and outer London, as shown in Figure 2) a much clearer relationship 
emerges.  

                                                 
18 12 per cent of trips in Hillingdon are for commuting purposes, London Travel Demand Survey 
19 Analysis of Cycling Potential 2016 (2017) Transport for London: http://content.tfl.gov.uk/analysis-of-cycling-
potential-2016.pdf 
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Figure 2: Household car ownership vs average car trip rate by borough (left) and average 
number of cars per household and average car mode share by inner and outer London PTAL 
(right) 

 Source: London Travel Demand Survey  
 
Claim 5: Cars are important for Hillingdon residents to travel to work (pages 30-40) 

This claim does not sit particularly well alongside the previous section, as the argument 
appears to simultaneously state both that cars are important to access work and that they 
are not necessarily used to travel to work. Nevertheless, it is true that existing Hillingdon 
residents are less likely to work in central London and more likely to drive to work than 
residents of other London boroughs. However, the analysis again does not consider 
residents of new development specifically. Hayes, for instance, will have a high quality, 
direct rail service to some of London’s biggest employment destinations. This area will be 
one of those that benefits the most from the Elizabeth line (see Figure 3) and as such the 
commuting patterns of those living in new developments there would be expected to be 
significantly different to existing residents across the whole of Hillingdon.   
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Figure 3: Change in access to jobs within 45 minutes with the Elizabeth line 

 
Source: Crossrail Business Case Update: Summary report, July 2011 
 
For office parking standards, we acknowledge the relatively high proportion of workers in 
Hillingdon arriving from outside London. However, the standards for outer London (outside 
of opportunity areas, where public transport enhancements are targeted) remain the same as 
the previous Plan (1 space per 100 sqm) and the draft Plan retains flexibility for outer London 
boroughs such as Hillingdon to identify specific areas through their local plan where more 
generous standards should be applied (up to 1 space per 50 sqm), allowing for this evidence 
to be reflected.   
 
3. CONCLUSION 

The various limitations of this analysis, and in particular failure to include representative 
journey patterns or consider where growth will be located, lead us to conclude that the 
report is not sound evidence as it does not reflect observed journeys or the drive to locate 
new development in sustainable locations. As such, we do not believe it is relevant to 
discussions regarding strategic parking standards at a London-wide level, particularly as these 
standards already allow for greater provision in less well connected areas20 and in outer 
London as a whole.  

 

                                                 
20 The residential car parking standards set out in Policy T6.1 cater for existing levels of ownership where 
alternatives are more limited (see Figure 16, Residential Car Parking evidence report (2017) Transport for 
London) 


