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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?  

81.1 Yes; the requirements are necessary to address multiple strategic priorities in 
London and achieve Good Growth. In particular, they are a critical component in: 

• supporting more space-efficient modes of transport and enabling the 

movement of goods and services on a relatively fixed road network as the 
population grows (in line with Policy GG5); 

• delivering strategic health and environmental objectives and creating street 

environments that support strong and inclusive communities (in line with 
Policies GG1 and GG3); 

• allowing London to become a zero-carbon city by 2050 (in line with Policy 

GG6); and 

• ensuring efficient use of land and supporting greater housing delivery (in line 

with Policies GG2 and GG4). 

81.2 The London Plan plays an important role in achieving the outcomes of the Mayor’s 
Transport Strategy (MTS), with Policies T6 and T6.1 to T6.4 essential to delivering 
mode shift and Healthy Streets. The GLA Act requires the Mayor to promote 

improvements in the health of Londoners and reduce health inequalities. Car use 
has numerous effects on health including through road traffic injuries and deaths, 

noise, severance and air pollution.1 Lower levels of physical activity are associated 
with car ownership (as shown by Figure 81.1 below) and this increases the risk of 

both premature death and developing chronic diseases including heart disease, 

cancer, diabetes and stroke.  

81.3 The Mayor and Transport for London (TfL) also have duties to manage London’s 
strategic road network, which requires leadership, co-ordination and action at the 
regional level across roads controlled by TfL, the boroughs and Highways England. 
Congestion on many roads in and around the capital is particularly acute and higher 
parking levels of parking provision would further exacerbate these issues –  a 
concern raised in draft London Plan consultation responses from some inner 

London boroughs and Highways England. 

81.4 There is a demonstrable relationship between parking provision at a new 

development and residents’ levels of car ownership and use.2 Higher levels of 
parking provision are closely associated with higher levels of car ownership, with 

residents in areas with higher car ownership making more car trips . These trips 

affect much more than just the area where the parking is located: nearly three in 
five car journeys made by London residents end in a different borough to which 

                                                 
1 NLP/TR/017: Mayor of London, The Health Impact of Cars in London, September 2015 
2 NLP/TR/003: Transport for London, Residential Car Parking, December 2017 
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they started.3 Parking policy plays a significant role in influencing the travel 
behaviours of Londoners and provides an important opportunity to create 

conditions that reduce car dependency, particularly at key life decisions points, 

such as when moving to a new home.4 

81.5 Without the strategic approach taken in the draft London Plan, higher local parking 
standards would mean new development would generate unacceptable negative 
economic, environmental and social impacts.5 It would not be possible to feasibly 
mitigate these impacts with additional measures beyond those identified in the 

draft Plan and MTS. Given the existing pressures on the road network6, increased 
parking provision would also be likely to constrain new development by increasing 

congestion and associated air quality impacts to the point where additional 
demand for housing cannot be accommodated. Furthermore, lower density, car 

dependent development that could result from higher parking levels would not 
make the best use of land, taking up space that could be otherwise used for 

housing or associated requirements such as children’s play space or green amenity 
space, thus undermining the draft Plan’s aim for Good Growth and increased 

housing delivery.  

81.6  The ability to create inclusive and healthy communities would also be undermined 
by higher levels of parking provision. The health impacts of car use are not limited 

to those travelling by car, but are felt across the population as a whole, as people 
are prevented from travelling more actively due to the unattractive environment 

car-dominated streets can create. The negative impacts of car use also tends to be 
felt most by those living in the least affluent households, who have a greater 

tendency to live near major roads and have higher exposure to air pollution, noise 
and severance, as well as being more dependent on bus services, which are 

significantly adversely impacted by congestion.  

81.7 Policies T6 and T6.1 to T6.5 reflect the need to reduce overall car use and the 
impacts associated with general parking, while at the same time ensuring sufficient 
parking for disabled people. As highlighted above – the majority of trips end in a 
different borough from which they started. Providing a minimum percentage of 
parking spaces to be designated as disabled parking removes barriers for people 
with a disability who travel by car and ensures destination parking in one borough 

will not affect the ability of someone living in another borough to travel to that 

development.  

 

 

                                                 
3 London Travel Demand Survey, 2016/17 
4 NLP/TR/015: Transport for London, Mayor’s Transport Strategy: challenges and opportunities for London’s 

transport network 2041, July 2017 
5 NLP/TR/003: Transport for London, Residential Car Parking, 2017 
6 NLP/AD/58: ITP, Understanding and managing congestion in London, 2017 
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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? 

81.8 The maximum parking standards are required to address strategic priorities in 
London, providing an effective strategic framework for sustainable development, 

but allowing appropriate flexibility to be applied within the parameters set out in 
the policies.  

81.9 This flexibility includes the scope to apply lower standards than are set out in the 
draft Plan (such as Camden and Islington’s car-free policies), to set minimum 
standards for residential development in areas of outer London boroughs with the 
lowest levels of public transport provision (Public Transport Access Level (PTAL) 0-
1), and to set higher maximum standards for office development in specified areas 

under the criteria in Policy T6.2 part D. Furthermore, the draft Plan enables re-
provision above what would otherwise be permitted at retail sites that are 
redeveloped in less well-connected locations.7 

81.10 What might appear to be reasonable in a local context can have negative impacts 
beyond a local area and result in unsustainable outcomes. The parking standards in 
the draft Plan therefore seek to achieve a balance between minimising the negative 

impacts of car travel and allowing some flexibility to reflect different local 
circumstances. Further flexibility would risk undermining the vital efforts to reduce 

congestion, emissions, road danger, severance, health inequalities and the delivery 
of Good Growth across London. Many variations in local circumstances are already 

to some degree captured by the standards; additional local flexibility would 
significantly risk undermining some of the draft Plan’s key aims:  

Public transport access/car ownership: 

81.11 The standards vary by a site’s PTAL – a long-established, widely accepted and 
simple to obtain8 measure. There is a clear and strong relationship between higher 
PTAL and both lower levels of car ownership/use and higher local access on foot to 

jobs, retail and other services. While PTAL does have some limitations, the 
standards account for this by also varying by geographical area, which also allows 
existing car ownership levels to be reflected, as shown by Figure 81.2 below. 
Providing further flexibility to enable higher levels of car ownership would 

effectively ‘lock-in’ high car use in new developments. 

 

                                                 
7 T6, part I, Minor Suggested Change MSC.10.46.  
8 Publicly available via TfL’s online WebCAT tool . 



 Mayor of London | M81 Car Parking  

Page 4 of 7 
 

Parking stress 

81.12 Trying to address parking stress through providing additional parking in new 
development would effectively be a ‘predict and provide’ approach, which would 
mean accepting higher levels of congestion, emissions, road danger and severance 
associated with higher parking provision. Alternatively, it could mean reducing the 
amount of new development that comes forward, since the impacts of larger 
developments could not be feasibly managed or mitigated. On-street parking 
controls are a better solution for parking stress. When delivered alongside more 

restrictive parking standards, controlled parking zones can effectively mitigate 
adverse impacts on communities by ensuring that growth is not associated with 

increased congestion, emissions and noise.9 

Development scale, mix and design; and area character and appearance 

81.13 The character and appearance of an area is impacted by the storage of cars on the 
streets and in car parking areas off-street. The Healthy Streets Approach, combined 
with a restrictive approach to parking provision, aims to reduce this impact and 

improve the character and appearance of London’s streets and places.  As London 
grows, this approach will mitigate impacts on the character and appearance of 
areas by ensuring that car use and storage does not proliferate. Mixed-use 
development can also play a role in reducing the need to travel by car, and the 
draft Plan provides direction on design to support the use of sustainable modes. A 
consistent approach to parking should be adopted across different development 
scales as the impacts of car use can be generated from a variety of developments 

sizes.  

Economic viability 

81.14 Economic viability is determined by myriad factors, however in the London context, 

the availability of public transport and quality of the public realm are significant 
factors in how attractive a place is to developers, occupiers and customers. One 
study conducted by UCL found that public realm improvements in town centres and 
high streets reduced retail vacancies by 17 per cent per year and retail values rose 
by 7.5 per cent.10 It has also been found that those accessing town centres on foot 
spend on average 40 per cent more over the course of a month than those who 
drive there11. This means that reducing the impact of traffic in town centres, 

throughout the CAZ and in well-connected parts of the city enhances, rather than 
undermines, economic viability and general vitality. Furthermore, by enabling 

developments to optimise site capacities, greater levels of housing or commercial 
floorspace can be delivered, enhancing viability. For the parts of London that are 

                                                 
9 Part D of the Residential Car Parking evidence paper details the benefits to existing residents of implementing 
Controlled Parking Zones and the Mayor and TfL can provide support to boroughs where necessary to 

implement these. NLP/TR/003: Transport for London, Residential Car Parking, December 2017. 
10 Bartlett School of Planning, University College London, Street Appeal, 2018. 
11 Transport for London, Walking Action Plan, July 2018. 
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less well-connected by public transport, the standards allow for parking to ensure 
that people can get to and from developments as needed.  

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? 

81.15 For journeys that cannot reasonably be switched to other modes, the draft Plan 

seeks to support a complete transition to electric and other ultra-low emission 
vehicles through policies T6 and T6.1 to T6.4. This approach supports: 

• the Mayor’s health and climate change duties under the GLA Act; 

• the Mayor’s commitments in the London Environment Strategy for London to 

become a zero-carbon city by 2050; 

• London’s contribution to the UK’s  obligations under the Climate Change Act; 
and 

• the UK Government’s Clean Air Strategy to address air pollution. 

A strategic approach is required to provide for ultra-low emission vehicles across all 

boroughs to support this aim.  

81.16 The requirements seek to complement MTS and draft Plan Policies that reduce 
emissions through a switch to less polluting modes. As well as reducing emissions in 

the short term, this approach reduces harmful particulate matter emissions 
resulting from tyre and brake wear, which cannot be reduced through the switch to 

cleaner engines. However, even in the longer term, there will still be the need for 
some car travel in London and thus all motorised modes will need to transition to 

zero-tailpipe emissions.  

81.17 To support this, vehicle charging infrastructure is required across different 
locations. There are, however, particular advantages to home charging, as laid out 
by the government’s Road to Zero strategy12, including charging overnight while 
grid demand is lower. The draft Plan’s approach therefore places a strong emphasis 

on charging at home, complemented by certain non-residential destinations.  

81.18 The approach requires developers to provide adequate provision. This is considered 
reasonable and justified. Any residential development built under the draft Plan 

will likely be in use in 2050, when London’s transport will need to be carbon-free. 
To meet this target, and to avoid higher retrofitting costs, part C of Policy T6.1 

requires at least 20 per cent of spaces to have active electric vehicle charging points 
(EVCP) with passive provision for the remaining 80 per cent. This higher proportion 

is less costly to implement in the context of lower overall parking provision, while 

its design can also help developers avoid unnecessary costs. For example, ‘smart 
charging’ systems – as supported by the Automated and Electric Vehicles Act 2018 

                                                 
12 Department for Transport, Road to Zero, July 2018. 
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– can manage which vehicles draw a charge at what times, allowing more efficient 
use of a site’s electrical supply. More detail on this will be provided in TfL’s 

guidance on Car Parking Design and Management Plans, to be published in 2019.  

81.19 Charging infrastructure at non-residential developments can complement this and, 
in some instances, also cater for commercial vehicles. Where a retail development 
that could generate significant volumes of car travel comes  forward, or where 
flexibility is applied for parking provision at industrial locations, the draft Plan seeks 
to ensure a reasonable contribution to ensuring that vehicle movements are as 

clean as possible. Operational vehicles (e.g. taxis, fleet or freight vehicles) are also 
required to be zero-carbon by 2050, and so EVCP provision is required for 

operational parking spaces. New or re-provided petrol filling stations are also 
required to make provision to ensure cleaner vehicles are adequately supported. 

Infrastructure at non-residential developments will also help residents who do not 
have access to a charging point at home to switch to cleaner vehicles, although this 

must be balanced against the need for an overall reduction in car ownership and 
use across large parts of the city. 

81.20 This approach is supported by paragraph 35 of the 2012 National Planning Policy 

Framework (NPPF) and the strengthened requirement of the 2018 NPPF, which 
states that policies should consider ‘…the need to ensure an adequate provision of 

spaces for charging plug-in and other ultra-low emission vehicles’ (paragraph 105). 
The approach to electric vehicle charging infrastructure is also consistent with the 

Government’s Road to Zero Strategy, which endorses  home charging 
complemented by rapid charging hubs.  

Figure 81.1 - Physical activity by household car ownership, 2013/14. 

 

Source: Health Impact of Cars in London13. 

                                                 
13 NLP/TR/017: Mayor of London, Health Impact of Cars in London, September 2015  
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Figure 81.2 – Car ownership levels and maximum parking standard by PTAL and 
inner/outer London 

  


