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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? 
b) Is the requirement for all large-scale purpose-built shared living, student 
accommodation and other sui generis residential uses to be car-free (other than disabled 
persons parking) justified? 
 
1. INTRODUCTION 

1.1. The approach to non-disabled persons residential car parking is not only justified but is 
necessary to address the significant challenges that London faces both today and as 
the city grows. In particular, parking restraint can reduce congestion and emissions 
while improving public health. It enables greater housing delivery, both by ensuring 
optimised use of land and preventing unacceptable impacts that could otherwise 
curtail how much development comes forward. In parallel, we are committed to 
continuing to support more households to live without a car / fewer cars through our 
investment in public transport, walking and cycling. The proposed standards reflect 
existing ownership levels and where alternatives are less available.  

2. THE APPROACH TO RESIDENTIAL PARKING 

2.1 The approach to residential parking is justified and essential to ensure new homes in 
London are delivered in a sustainable way. The approach reflects the city’s extensive 
public transport network, network of town centres and relatively high levels of density 
in a UK context, while recognising the availability of alternatives in different areas of 
London. It does not seek to eliminate the ability to own a car in London: the standards 
allow for parking in many new homes, while most of the 3.5 million existing homes 
have access to parking.1 However, the Plan does aim to increase the proportion of 
London’s overall housing stock in well connected areas and accelerate existing trends 
of more people choosing to live without a car,2 since this continued shift will be crucial 
in enabling London to grow and in tackling challenges around congestion, health and 
the environment. 

2.2 Reducing parking provision in new homes is a key element of ensuring sustainable 
development in London. Parking is closely linked to ownership, which in turn is linked 
to use. While cars can bring benefits to their individual users, their use generates a host 

                                                 
1 Two thirds of current households either have a car or have off-street parking (London Travel Demand Survey) 
and many of the remaining households have access to on-street parking 
2 Car ownership has reduced over the last 10 years, particularly in inner London and among young people, and 
is often driven by income rather than need, at least in well connected areas. In particulary, among those who 
have moved to London in the last seven years, 65 per cent do not have access to a car (London Travel Demand 
Survey) 
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of cumulative and wider negative impacts on others around them which need to be 
managed. These include3 congestion, noise, poor air quality, climate change, severance 
and road danger, as well as less physical activity among both those using them, but 
also those impacted by them, which contributes towards health inequalities. Applying 
parking restraint at new homes where there are alternatives to car travel is a key means 
of managing and mitigating these impacts, which requires the approach to be set at a 
city-wide level. Without this approach the challenges will simply not be tractable and 
the benefits from tackling them, not realised.   

2.3 The proposed standards assume that some, not all, Londoners will live without a car, 
as is demonstrably already the case, particularly in inner London and well connected 
parts of outer London, where over half of households do not have  a car.4 While certain 
types of trips are easier with a car, most of Londoners’ trips are made over relatively 
short distances5 and usually have sustainable alternatives, while access to other types 
of alternatives for less frequent trips has widened recently (e.g. home deliveries, car 
clubs and new types of private hire services). Furthermore, the Plan’s approach to 
higher density, mixed use development (particularly near pubic transport) will further 
reduce the need to travel by car.6  

2.4 This approach is a key part of achieving7 the aims of the Mayor’s Transport Strategy 
(MTS) and managing outcomes such as congestion and emissions. The strategic 
modelling8 we conducted in support the draft London Plan and the MTS demonstrates 
that the projected population growth can be accommodated while securing sustainable 
transport outcomes if the proposals in the MTS are delivered and car ownership levels 
are reduced. To facilitate an overall reduction in the number of cars owned in London, 
greater restraint is needed at new developments, otherwise wider investment and 
efforts to achive mode shift and sustainable outcomes risk being undermined. Policies 
T6 and T6.1 are therefore a crucial part of the approach set out collectively in the draft 
Plan and MTS, and without them the outcomes we expect are unlikely to be achieved.  

2.5 Car-free developments are already common in many areas of London, including across 
the entirety of some boroughs.9 On-street parking controls are effective in aiding 
implementation10 of Policies T6 and T6.1 and are already in place in many well 
connected locations. While these policies are ambitious in nature, London has a key 
advantage over many other areas as it has a high level of integration between land use 
and transport planning and a strategic transport body in TfL. We will use this to 
support car-free and car-lite development and continue to provide improved and 
increased alternatives to car use for more people.  

2.6 The spatially-specific nature of the standards allows us to identify where car-free 
homes are most likely and where improved services and infrastructure can 

                                                 
3 Further detail is set out in section A of the Residential Car Parking evidence paper (NLP/TR/003) 
4 Across areas of inner London and PTAL 3-6 in outer London, on average 55 per cent of households do not 
own a car (London Travel Demand Survey) 
5 London Travel Demand Survey 
6 Further details is set out in section B of the Residential Car Parking evidence paper (NLP/TR/003) 
7 As explained in section C of the Residential Car Parking evidence paper (NLP/TR/003) 
8 Strategic Transport Modelling Report, Transport for London, December 2017 (NLP/TR/002) 
9 For example car-free development has come forward in parts of boroughs such as Southwark, Tower Hamlets, 
Croydon, Haringey and Waltham Forest, while the City of London, Camden, Hackney and Islington have 
adopted/draft borough-wide car-free policies.  
10 Further detail is set out in section D of the Residential Car Parking evidence paper (NLP/TR/003) 
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complement this. We will support boroughs-led measures (through their Local 
Implementation Plans and programmes such as Liveable Neighbourhoods) and make 
improvements ourselves, including by investing £2.3 billion in Healthy Streets 
schemes11, which will enable more walking and cycling and expand bus priority to 
reduce journey times. We have published action plans12 on walking and cycling and are 
currently reviewing how to reshape the bus network to provide improved services 
where they are needed (for example by redeploying buses from central/inner to outer 
London) to support mode shift and growth. This includes providing more direct, more 
frequent and faster connections, providing direct links between town centres, 
delivering new routes and piloting new types of services such as bus rapid transit. We 
have identified a range of rail interventions through the MTS and, while these take 
longer to plan and secure, once in place they can unlock growth and support more 
sustainable travel.   

3 NATIONAL POLICY 

3.1 As set out in our statement on M81, the parking policies of the Plan, including T6 and 
T6.1 is supported by the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) (2012). In 
particular, the NPPF sets out a number of factors, all of which have been reflected in 
the standards: 

 Accessibility/availability of public transport/local car ownership levels: the 
standards vary by inner/outer London, PTAL, Opportunity Areas and town 
centres, with higher maximums in areas where car ownership is higher and 
public transport is more limited, and lower maximums where public transport is 
more widely available (and downward pressure on car ownership is required) 

 The need to reduce the use of high-emission vehicles: as London has some of 
the worse air quality in the UK, the standards apply restraint that reflects the 
availability of alternatives to reduce the use of polluting vehicles. Where parking 
is provided, the Plan requires it to support the use of ultra-low emission 
vehicles through charging facilities 

 Type, mix and use of development: different standards are applied across 
different use classes and more widely the Plan encourages mixed-use 
development to reduce the need to travel by car   

3.2 This approach strikes a careful balance between ensuring new development supports 
the strategic aims of the Plan and, considering local circumstances. For example 
significant parking restraint compared to current ownership levels is only applied where 
public transport is most available (see Figure 1).  

3.3 The approach in Opportunity Areas reflects the scale of development potential and 
greater opportunities for development and transport to be designed and planned 
together from the outset to enable more walking, cycling and public transport use.  

                                                 
11 Between 2019/20 to 2023/24, P.19 Transport for London Business Plan 2018 
12 TfL’s action plans to deliver the MTS are available online and so far documents on walking, cycling and Vision 
Zero have been published: https://tfl.gov.uk/corporate/about-tfl/the-mayors-transport-strategy 
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Figure 1 – Comparison of current car ownership levels to maximum parking standard by 
PTAL and inner/outer London 

 

3.4 The NPPF sets out that maximum standards are acceptable where there is ‘clear and 
compelling justification’ for managing the local road network’, and in the case of the 
2018 NPPF, ‘optimising the density of development in city and town centres and other 
locations that are well served by public transport’. Road congestion across many areas 
is one of the London’s biggest challenges – and we certainly consider there to be 
compelling justification in terms of the need to manage this congested road network in 
the face of continued growth. Meanwhile the vast majority of the city would be 
considered dense and well connected by public transport when viewed in a national 
context. There is therefore clear justification (and imperatives) for maximum 
standards, which we set out in more detail in our statement on M81.  

3.5 The NPPF (2018) also sets out the need for the planning system to deliver a sufficient 
supply of homes, promote healthy and safe communities and make the most effective 
use of land, all of which maximum residential parking standards contribute to and for 
which are necessary. We note the Government’s stated preference for higher housing 
targets for London specifically13 - if this level of delivery were to be achieved, 
maximum parking standards will play an even more important role.  

  

                                                 
13  Letter from RT Hon James Brockenshire to Sadiq Khan, Mayor of London, 27 July 2018 (NLP/AD/31) 
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4 MAXIMUM RESIDENTIAL PARKING STANDARDS 

4.1 Maximum parking standards are a crucial element in managing the transport impacts of 
development, making more efficient use of land and delivering the homes Londoners 
need. Table 10.3 balances the scale and nature of the challenges facing London and 
the different needs of those living in different areas of the city.  

4.2 We accept the issue of parking provision needing to consider the extent of alternatives 
in different areas. The strategic framework does this by differentiating between inner 
and outer London (reflecting the different contexts with respect to travel patterns, 
density, character, and car ownership) and considering whether a development is within 
a metropolitan/major town centres (reflecting the significant access to jobs, retail and 
other services) or in Opportunity Areas (reflecting the potential for coordinating 
development with transport investment to enable alternatives to car travel). 

4.3 Perhaps most significantly, the standards vary by Public Transport Access Levels 
(PTAL), allowing for the availability of alternatives to the car to be considered on a 
consistent basis across different boroughs and over time as the transport network 
changes. PTAL is a robust, long-established and easy to access14 tool which strongly 
correlates with lower car ownership, lower car mode share and higher access to local 
jobs (and in many cases, the services they provide).  

Figure 2 – Car ownership and mode share by PTAL, split by inner and outer London15 

 
Source: London Travel Demand Survey 

                                                 
14 Through our online WebCAT tool, available: https://tfl.gov.uk/info-for/urban-planning-and-
construction/planning-with-webcat/webcat 
15 Note PTAL 0 in inner London is not included due to an insufficient sample size 
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Figure 3 – Access to local jobs within a 10-12 minute walk by PTAL16 

 

Source: TfL City Planning analysis of GLA/LTS 7.2 employment data 

4.4 At a fundamental level, PTAL reflects how far a development is from public transport, 
how frequently services run and how many destinations they serve. While PTAL does 
have some limitations, it is the best measure there is, and it has proved its value and 
practicality over many years. Any alternative measure would have to reflect these basic 
aspects and thus would be broadly similar (indeed, alternatives tested in the past, such 
as ATOS,17 correlated strongly with PTAL). The parking standards take account of this 
by using PTAL in combination with geographic measures, particularly inner and outer 
London. While PTAL does inform our public transport planning, we also use several 
other measures that complement it, such as assessing the quality of services along 
specific corridors, allowing us to target improvements where this can support mode 
shift.  

4.5 PTAL – particularly when also differentiated by inner and outer London – is the most 
robust and appropriate measure on which to base parking standards. Not using such a 
measure of transport connectivity that can be applied across London would result in 
provision that less accurately reflects the need to own a car, and would make applying 
restraint where there are alternatives significantly harder. This would likely result in 
higher and inappropriate provision at higher PTAL (as is the case with the 2016 Plan18) 
which in turn, would reduce the densities of housing that could be delivered in these 
locations.  

                                                 
16 The CAZ is excluded from this analysis separate the effect from its significantly higher employment density  
so as not to overstate access to jobs in the rest of inner London 
17 Access To Opportunities and Services 
18 While the 2016 London Plan encourages lower provision at higher PTAL, it does not apply lower maximums 
at PTAL 6 than at PTAL 3 (1 space per unit). This approach does not fully reflect the level of alternatives to car 
travel and it undermines the principles of Good Growth and fails to optimise the delivery of housing at higher 
PTAL. 
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4.6 A strategic framework is vital but within this, ultimately, as each development proposal 
is judged on its own merits, there are opportunities to set out exceptional local 
circumstances where these are not captured by PTAL. The approach therefore enables 
practical consideration of particular issues, local context, viability and any other 
relevant factors.  

4.7 The requirement for shared living, student accommodation and other sui generis 
residential development to be car-free (with the exception of disabled persons 
parking) is justified given the nature of these developments. These schemes are 
generally proposed at high densities in well connected areas and serve demographics 
of residents who are less likely to own a car (such as young professionals or 
students19). This allows traffic impacts to be managed and encourages proposals to 
prioritise sites that are well connected by public transport.  

5 CONCLUSION 

5.1 The approach to residential parking is justified, consistent with national policy and 
crucial to securing sustainable development in London. There is clear justification for 
maximum standards in London, both for managing the city’s often congested road 
network and for optimising densities to secure the homes Londoners need. The 
proposed standards are a good reflection of the alternatives to car travel in different 
areas of London (including through the use of PTAL) and we will continue to provide 
and improve alternative travel options for people who do not own a car as part of 
delivering the MTS and London Plan.   

  

                                                 
19  Londoners aged 20-29 are the least likely to own a car after Londoners aged over 80 – London Travel 
Demand Survey 2016/17 


