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M82. Is the approach to non-disabled persons residential car parking set out in 
policies T6 and T6.1A-F justified, and would it be effective in helping to helping 
to achieve sustainable development? In particular: 
 
a) Are the maximum standards set out in Table 10.3 justified? 
 
1. Introduction 

1.1 The following hearing statement outlines why the London Borough of Hillingdon 
("Hillingdon") considers that specific elements of the non-disabled persons residential 
car parking set out in policies T6 and T6.1A-F are not justified and would not be 
effective in helping to helping to achieve sustainable development. These specific 
elements area:  
 

a) The non-disabled persons residential car parking standards for Outer London 
PTAL 5-6.  
 

b) The non-disabled persons residential car parking standards for Outer London 
Opportunity Areas.  

 
1.2 However, Hillingdon has provided proposed alterations within Annex 1 of this 
hearing statement which, when combined with the other proposed alterations within 
the hearing statement for M81, it believes leads to a sound approach to residential car 
parking standards.  
 
1.3 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. National Planning Policy Framework   

2.1 Paragraph 39 of the NPPF (2012) outlines that, if setting local parking 
standards for residential and non-residential development, local planning authorities 
should take into account:  
 

 The accessibility of the development;  

 The type, mix and use of development; 

 The availability of and opportunities for public transport; 

 Local car ownership levels; and  

 An overall need to reduce the use of high-emission vehicles. 
 

2.2 This paragraph is retained in Paragraph 105 of the NPPF (2019). 
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3. Critique of the Mayor’s Approach    

3.1 Hillingdon does not consider that the approach to setting non-disabled persons 
residential car parking is currently justified when read in line with Paragraph 39 of the 
NPPF (2012), particularly concerning the account taken of:  
 

 The availability of and opportunities for public transport; 

 Local car ownership levels;   
 
3.2 The availability of an opportunities for public transport has primarily been taken 
account in the standards by tethering them to PTAL ratings. The limitations of PTAL 
are well documented as it is only a narrow measure of the availability of public 
transport, which only combines information about the proximity of public transport 
services and the frequency of these services. PTAL does not consider the locations 
or services you can reach using public transport, which is particularly pertinent in Outer 
London where accessibility to services by public transport is restricted. 
 
3.3 However, Officers recognise that the maximum car parking standards in Table 
10.3 do differentiate between inner and outer London, to reflect how the same PTAL 
rating does not lead to an equivalent availability of public transport and varying levels 
of local car ownership. However, as outlined in Sections 4 and 5 of this statement, this 
approach has not been applied consistently to Table 10.3 and must be in order to be 
considered justified.  
 
3.4 Furthermore, the approach does not differentiate between the different levels 
of car ownership and the availability of public transport between different parts of Outer 
London. It therefore does not take account of the local evidence required when setting 
car parking standards within Paragraph 39, nor does it give Outer London Boroughs 
the opportunity to do this within Local Plans.   
 
3.5 It is therefore necessary that the alteration to Criterion H of Policy T6 outlined 
within Appendix 1 of Hillingdon’s statement on M81 is agreed, so that Outer London 
Boroughs retain the flexibility to apply local evidence when adopting these standards.  
 
4. “All areas of PTAL 5 – 6” 

4.1 Hillingdon welcomes the fact that the Mayor’s approach recognises the 
differences between inner and outer London in setting the standards within Table 10.3, 
noting the limitations of PTAL and higher car ownership in Outer London.  
 
4.2 However, this approach has not been applied to PTAL 5-6, which has been 
treated universally across London. This is not considered to be justified, as it has not 
been explained why the same identified limitations for using PTAL in Outer London do 
not also apply to PTAL 5-6 specifically.   
 
4.3 Looking at the Mayor’s own residential car parking evidence base 
(NLP/TR/003), Figure 16 compares car ownership levels with the maximum car 
parking standards by PTAL and Inner/Outer London (Annex 2). Figure 16 
demonstrates that in Outer London boroughs, car ownership is actually marginally 
higher in PTAL 5 than in PTAL 4. In terms of PTAL 6, again car ownership is only 
marginally lower than in PTAL 4.  
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4.4 It is also worth noting that Figure 16 has been compared using an average of 
Outer London car ownership data. In some Outer London boroughs, the level of car 
ownership will exceed the proposed maximums by significantly more than identified. 
 
4.5 Officers are therefore proposing that maximum car parking standards for Outer 
London PTAL 5-6 are treated the same way as Outer London PTAL 4. This would 
mean PTAL 4-6 would have a maximum car parking ratio of 0.5. This is outlined with 
the proposed alterations in Annex 1. 
 
4.6 Whilst being consistent with the Mayor’s approach to using PTAL ratings 
differently in Outer and Inner London to set maximum car parking standards and the 
Mayor’s own evidence (NLP/TR/003), this would also not restrict Outer London 
Boroughs from setting a Car free car parking standard within Local Plans, where they 
have the local evidence to justify such an approach.  
 
5. “Outer London Opportunity Areas” 

5.1 Hillingdon does not consider that separate maximum car parking standards are 
required for Opportunity Areas. Whilst Officers note that Opportunity Areas have a 
greater opportunity to design in sustainable travel from the outset, this would lead to 
an improved PTAL rating and thus this would be captured without this requirement.  
 
5.2 Paragraph 10.6.3 already states that when calculating which standard would 
apply, the starting point for discussions should be the highest existing or planned PTAL 
at the site. As such, any confirmed sustainable travel improvements relating to an 
Opportunity Area would be built into the PTAL rating already.   
 
5.3 Furthermore, Outer London Opportunity Areas can cover very large areas of 
land and thus there will be a divergence in the accessibility to public transport within 
them. This is demonstrated within Annex 3 and 4 of this statement, which shows the 
proposed extent of the Heathrow Opportunity Area shaded in pink and the current 
PTAL ratings across this area. It is clear from Annex 4 that the Opportunity Area covers 
PTAL ratings of 0-5.   
 
5.4 Officers therefore consider that reference to Outer London Opportunity Areas 
should be deleted. This would not prevent Outer London Boroughs from setting a more 
restrictive approach to Opportunity Areas within their own Local Plans or Opportunity 
Area Planning Frameworks (OAPFs) where there is local evidence to do so.  
 
6. Conclusion  

6.1 The maximum residential car parking standards are not currently justified and 
therefore should not be considered sound. However, if the alterations proposed within 
this hearing statement and the statement for M81 are accepted, then Officers consider 
that sufficient flexibility would remain to set local residential parking standards based 
on local evidence, in accordance with Paragraph 39 of the NPPF (2012).    
 
6.2 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 Table 10.3 of the minor suggested change 
version of the draft London Plan (2018) 
 
Location Maximum Parking Provision 

Central Activities Zone 
Inner London Opportunity Areas 
Metropolitan and Major Town Centres 
All areas of PTAL 5 – 6 
Inner London PTAL 4 

 
 
Car Free 

Inner London PTAL 3 Up to 0.25 spaces per dwelling 

Inner London PTAL 2 
Outer London PTAL 4-6 
Outer London Opportunity Areas 

 

Up to 0.5 spaces per dwelling 

Inner London PTAL 0 – 1 
Outer London PTAL 3 

 
Up to 0.75 spaces per dwelling 

Outer London PTAL 2 Up to 1 space per dwelling 

Outer London PTAL 0 – 1 Up to 1.5 spaces per dwelling 

 
Annex 2: Figure 16 (NLP/TR/003) – Comparison of current car ownership levels 
to maximum parking standard by PTAL and Inner/Outer London.  
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Annex 3: Extent of the Heathrow Opportunity Area     
 

 

 
 
Annex 4: PTAL Ratings within Heathrow Opportunity Area     
 

 


