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1.0 Introduction 

1.1 This hearing statement has been prepared by Motion on behalf of Lidl UK in relation to the hearing session 
for Matter 84.  It supplements Lidl’s representations to the Draft London Plan dated February 2018 in which 
the key issue was significant concern over the proposed arrangements for parking standards relating to 
retail land use floorspace.  This statement provides additional information and analysis to demonstrate why 
the proposed parking standards for retail floorspace in the Draft London Plan are unsound and should be 
read in conjunction with Lidl’s February 2018 statement. 

2.0 Analysis of Car Parking Provision for Retail Floorspace 

2.1 The following paragraphs seek to respond to Matter 84 (c), namely whether the maximum standards set out 
in Table 10.5 are justified. As a point of note, there is no publicly available evidence base to justify the 
standards proposed.  Their inclusion is untested and cannot be accepted without clear justification. 

2.2 The current London Plan provides flexibility in accommodating parking standards for retail developments by 
differentiating between the following parameters: 

 Food and non-food retail, alongside garden centres and retail stores in a town centre location; 

 Full spectrum of PTAL locations from 1-6; and 

 Food stores below 500sqm/up to 2,500sqm/over 2,500sqm. 

2.3 The only exception the current plan provides in respect of food retail is to limit parking provision in PTAL 6 
Central London locations. 

2.4 The draft plan fails to adequately address the needs of a retail operator (specifically food retail operators) 
by: 

 Not differentiating between food and non-food retailers; 

 Providing a blanket car-free standard on all PTAL 5 and 6 sites regardless of location; and 

 Only providing one standard for any retail unit above 500sqm. 

2.5 The draft plan also states that the “starting point for assessing the need for parking provision at all new 
retail development should be the use of existing public provision, such as town centre parking.”  This is a 
significant departure from the existing standard which provides a separate standard for town centre retail 
sites.  The draft plan expands further by stating that “opportunities should be sought to make the most of 
all existing parking, for example using office parking for retail outside working hours.” 

2.6 The above statement is flawed when existing travel habits associated with retail operators is explored.  Lidl, 
as an example of a typical food retailer, has collated both multi-modal and vehicular trip attraction profiles 
for Lidl stores in Greater London spanning PTAL 1-6 locations and in both Inner and Outer London locations. 

2.7 The recorded data shows how food stores generate parking demand during the week which would directly 
conflict with employment related parking.  This is evidenced by the following: 

 Chessington (PTAL 2): weekday parking demand peaks at midday with 61 vehicles; 

 Clapham (PTAL 6): weekday parking demand peaks at 13:00 hours with 47 vehicles parked; 
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 Barking (PTAL 6): weekday parking demand peaks at 13:00 hours with 48 vehicles parked; and 

 Abbey Wood (PTAL 4): weekday parking demand peaks at 12:00 hours with 54 vehicles parked. 

2.8 The above demand is not limited to discount food retailers.  The TRICS database demonstrates how ‘food 
superstores’ attract peak weekday traffic flow between 12:00-13:00 hours, which correlates with the Lidl 
specific data.  The TRICS data includes Asda and Sainsbury’s superstores. 

2.9 Food stores attract a notable number of vehicle trips during the daytime on a weekday.  This would directly 
conflict with employment based uses and make the proposed approach completely unworkable and 
unsound. 

2.10 The draft standards also state that “if on-site parking is justified it should be publicly-available.”  Many retail 
operators including food retailers operate publicly available car parks which are managed to encourage use 
by customers and control demand, for example a time limited window of free parking.  Opening car parks 
up to unmanaged general public use can result in displaced parking on-street to the detriment of other 
highway users. 

2.11 The TRICS database includes an Asda superstore located in Wembley in a PTAL 5 location.  The store has a 
floorspace of 9,394sqm which would allow for up to 376 spaces based on current London plan standards for 
PTAL 5 location.  TRICS identifies parking demand to peak at 309 vehicles between 11:00-12:00 during the 
weekday survey.  The draft London Plan would not allow for any parking due to the sites PTAL.  It is likely 
that a lack of parking provision would prohibit the development from being viable. 

2.12 The following summarises the floorspace (GIA) of various existing Lidl stores, their current parking provision 
compared to that of the draft standards, and the resulting parking demand based on observed surveys. 

 Chessington (PTAL 2) = GIA of 1,275sqm, draft standards allowing for 25 spaces.  Parking demand 
peaks at 61 vehicles on a weekday and 65 vehicles on a Saturday; 

 Barking (PTAL 6) = GIA of 1,303sqm, with draft standards allowing for no parking.  Parking demand 
peaks at 48 vehicles on a weekday and 62 vehicles on a Saturday; 

 Clapham (PTAL 6) = GIA of 1,413sqm, with draft standards allowing for no parking.  Parking demand 
peaks at 48 vehicles on a weekday and 77 vehicles on a Saturday; 

 Cricklewood (PTAL 4) = GIA of 1,325sqm, with draft standards allowing for 27 spaces.  Parking demand 
peaks at 49 vehicles on a weekday and 64 vehicles on a Saturday; 

 Bellingham (PTAL 2) = GIA of 1,424sqm, with draft standards allowing for 28 spaces.  Parking demand 
peaks at 61 vehicles on a weekday and 67 vehicles on a Saturday; and 

 Mitcham (PTAL 2) = GIA of 1,647sqm, with draft standards allowing for 33 spaces.  Parking demand 
peaks at 68 vehicles on a weekday and 57 vehicles on a Saturday. 

2.13 As shown by the sites listed above, a high PTAL does not mean that customers are able to solely travel by 
means other than the private car.  Food shopping necessitates the purchase of a large quantity of goods 
which cannot easily be accommodated on public transport.  It can be reasonably assumed that any new 
stores would attract similar levels of traffic attraction (pro-rata against floorspace size) to the above, and 
could therefore impact on on-street parking provision or create congestion at the detriment of highway 
safety. 

2.14 The need for sufficient parking provision irrespective of PTAL is reflected in Lidl stores elsewhere within 
London.  Stores in Chessington and Morden were recently successful in obtaining car park extensions, 
despite Morden having a PTAL of 6.The need for additional parking provision is despite attempts by Lidl to 
promote sustainable travel measures (introduction of noticeboards and additional cycle stands), whilst they 
also employ staff to patrol both store car parks to manage vehicular activity. 
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2.15 Paragraph 10.6.15 states that “retail developments are significant trip attractors and should be located in 
places that are well-connected by public transport. Many retail trips are potentially walkable or cycleable.” 

2.16 Lidl is supportive of this aspiration and ensures that its proposed stores are well connected to public 
transport.  It also acknowledges that a continuing shift from private to public transport is needed in order to 
support the sustainability credential of London.  However, foodstores have specific characteristics and 
foodstores larger than small convenience type stores generally involve bulk purchases.  Such purchases 
generally require a car-based visit to the store and, as such, appropriate provision is required.  It is clear 
therefore that when judging the appropriate amount of car parking provision at a foodstore, the following 
needs to be taken into account and the draft London Plan changed to reflect this: 

 The implications of a lack of parking on highway safety; 

 The ability (or inability) for parking to take place on-street within the immediate surrounding area; 

 The proximity and availability of easily accessible public car parks in the immediate surrounding area; 
and 

 The proximity, scale and availability to use office based car parking provision in the immediate 
surrounding area. 

2.17 Notwithstanding the above factors, which are material development management considerations, there 
remains a need for an appropriate level of car parking spaces associated with different sized foodstores 
across London.  The draft London Plan ignores this and the above information and analysis explains why an 
alternative approach is necessary.  Lidl recommends to the Inspectors that the current retail parking 
standards are retained, with an additional  sub-paragraph allowing for flexibility in applying standards to 
account for local characteristics (in the same manner as the current London Plan allows for increased levels 
of parking for residential developments in outer London, low PTAL locations).  This could read as: 

“Whilst developers should seek to apply parking provision in line with the above standards, they should also 
take into account the context of the site and implications of overspill parking, namely the availability of 
public car parking, parking restrictions on-street, and ability for shared use car parks with other land uses.” 

Other Matters 

2.18 Lidl also notes that Part L of Policy T6 seeks to reduce car parking provision and apply the parking standards 
in the latest Plan to a redevelopment proposal. Lidl understand what the policy is trying to achieve, but the 
policy is poorly worded as it starts from the automatic starting point that parking provision must be reduced 
in all cases. However, that takes no account of what actual level of parking is currently on the 
redevelopment site and does not take into account the type and scale of land uses proposed in the 
redevelopment scheme and the individual circumstances of the application site (and surrounding area) in 
question. Lidl considers that the same approach to redevelopment schemes should be taken to the amended 
retail parking standards policy. 

2.19 Item (g) of the hearing agenda for Matter 84 asks about the impact of the proposed approach to non-
residential car parking on town centre health. Lidl considers that the proposed approach in the draft Plan is 
unworkable and unsound that it will simply put many retail business off from investing in town centres. 
Whilst ‘town centres’ across London are accessed by many different modes of travel, travel by car will 
remain for the lifetime of the new Plan an important mode, particularly for the outer London areas. Lidl is 
clear that there will be a simple and unfortunate series of events and consequences should the proposed 
standards/approach be imposed: first, a significant lack of parking will severely discourage foodstore 
customers from visiting a centre. This in turn reduces the number of visitors to a town centre and then in 
turn retail businesses stop investing in centres because of a lack of customers and a lack of a viable trading 
position. Town centres compete with out of centre stores across the capital. If they cannot compete on a 
level playing field they will lose customer to existing out of centre stores, which will be to the detriment of 
the wider health and attractiveness of town centres. 
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Summary 

2.20 For the reasons set out above, draft Table 10.5 severely underestimates the need for parking associated 
with retail uses by: 

 Failing to differentiate between different types of retail use, size, and to a large extent PTAL; 

 The perceived overlap between employment and retail uses is unrealistic based on evidence set out 
in this response; and 

 There is limited scope to rely on alternative public car parking in many food store locations. 

2.21 It is recommended that the current London Plan standards set out in Table 6.2 are retained, with additional 
sub-text similar to that set out in paragraph 2.17 above to allow for a sites context to be taken into 
consideration. 

2.22 As a closing comment it is recognised that the aim to achieve more sustainable modes of transport is the 
correct direction of travel. However, the parking standards in table 10.5 assume a public transport system 
of far superior availability, capacity and reliability than is currently in place. Furthermore, even in the long 
term, supermarkets which cannot accommodate a customer who needs to purchase more goods than they 
can carry on public transport are not viable. 

 


