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M84.   Is the approach to parking for non-residential uses set out in policies T6 and T6.2 
to T6.5 justified, and would it be effective in helping to achieve sustainable 
development?  

84.1 Yes, the approach to non-residential car parking is justified and necessary to 
address the significant challenges that London faces. The availability of destination 
parking is likely to be a prominent consideration when deciding whether to own a 
car in London1, and managing new parking created through development is critical 
to limiting additional traffic as the population grows. This is required to prevent 
worse congestion, air quality, carbon emissions, severance, road danger and 
negative impacts on public health, and the associated economic, social and 
environmental harm that would result. The Mayor has a duty to improve health 
and reduce health inequalities under the GLA Act. Reducing the car dependence of 
non-residential development is therefore an essential component of the strategy to 
help achieve sustainable development in London.  

84.2 The approach to non-residential parking is consistent with and supported by the 
2012 National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF).2 The standards set out in the 
draft Plan consider all the factors listed in paragraph 39, with some given more 
weight than others at certain use classes in certain locations. This provides an 
appropriate balance between strategic and local priorities. Paragraph 39 should be 
read in conjunction with the Ministerial Statement of March 2015, which was 
incorporated into and expanded upon in the 2018 NPPF: 

‘Maximum parking standards for residential and non-residential 
development should only be set where there is a clear and 
compelling justification that they are necessary for managing the 
local road network, or for optimising the density of development in 
city and town centres and other locations that are well served by 
public transport.’3 

84.3 Maximum non-residential parking standards are required to manage London’s road 
network, which suffers from some of the highest levels of congestion in the UK4, 
and for optimising densities. London’s densities are significantly higher than most 
town and city centres across the country; this both supports and requires a robust 
approach to parking standards, without which it would not be possible to make the 
most efficient use of land or to fully accommodate London’s growth. The 2018 
NPPF also sets out the need for the planning system to deliver a sufficient supply of 
homes, promoting healthy and safe communities and making the most effective 
use of land, all of which maximum non-residential parking standards contribute to. 

                                                        
1 NLP/TR/015: Transport for London, Mayor’s Transport Strategy: Challenges and opportunities for London’s 
transport network 2041, July 2017 
2 NLP/GD/03: National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF), March 2012, Paragraph 39 
3 MHCLG, NPPF, 2018, Paragraph 106 
4 NLP/AD/58: Integrated Transport Planning, Understanding and Managing Congestion, November 2017, page 
18 
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In particular, 

a)  Are the maximum standards for offices set out in Table 10.4 justified? 

84.4 Yes, the maximum standards for office development set out in Table 10.4 are 
justified. These require new offices in the Central Activities Zone (CAZ) or inner 
London to be car-free. Commuting by car can have particularly negative impacts, as 
it generates travel on most days of the week, during the periods where congestion 
is often at its highest. Given the extensive provision of sustainable transport modes 
in the locations where office development tends to occur in central and inner 
London, and the harmful impacts of car-based commuting, car-free development is 
justified and appropriate. This approach also reflects recent trends in office 
development and changing travel patterns by office employees and visitors. A 
number of central and inner London boroughs already require offices to be car-free 
and most applications for offices in central or inner London that have been referred 
to the Mayor in the last two years have been car-free (with the exception of 
disabled persons parking). 

84.5 The standards in Table 10.4 recognise that, while there is still a need to discourage 
commuting by car as far as possible for the reasons outlined above, some outer 
London office developments may have a proportion of employees for whom car 
travel is the most realistic option. The standards allow for this by permitting up to a 
maximum of a one space per 100 square metres5, which reflects the maximum that 
has long been implemented in outer London, including through the adoption of the 
first London Plan in 2004. In Opportunity Areas, parking standards reflect that the 
scale of development in these locations provides additional scope for enabling 
walking, cycling and public transport use to be embedded from the outset, as well 
as the need to limit parking in these areas due to the cumulative impacts of 
development – and therefore the importance of maximising the contribution of 
such areas to achieving the targets. Policy T6.2 also allows flexibility for boroughs 
to set an evidenced-based maximum standard of one space per 50 square metres 
for employment development in specified areas of outer London, providing that 
this is justified within part D of the Policy. This reflects the need for greater 
flexibility in particular circumstances, without undermining the broader 
requirements and framework. 

b)  Is the approach to commuter and operational parking for industrial and storage 
or distribution uses set out in policy T6.2C and T6.2F justified and consistent with 
policies E4-E7? 

84.6 Yes, the approach to commuter parking for industrial and storage or distribution 
uses, set out in Policies T6.2 C and T6.2 F, is justified and consistent with policies 
E4-E7. T6.2 C states that parking provision at these uses should ‘have regard’ to the 
office parking standards. This allows for a case-by-case approach to employee 

                                                        
5Outside of Opportunity Areas. In outer London Opportunity Areas, a similar approach is taken though the 
maximum is based on the end of the range applied from the 2004 London Plan, to permit up to one space per 
600 square metres. 
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parking at industrial uses, balancing the need to reduce commuting by car for the 
reasons outlined above with, for example, the fact that these developments are 
often in less well-connected areas than office development, and may have different 
trip-generating characteristics and shift-working. It also allows for much lower 
employee to floor space ratios than office development to be taken into account. 
The approach to operational parking set out in Policy T6.2 F is justified as it takes 
into account the variety of forms that this type of parking can take. The policy 
requires operational parking to be considered and justified separately from 
commuter parking and determined on a case-by-case basis, while ensuring any 
negative impacts can be minimised through the facilitation of electric or other 
Ultra-Low Emission vehicles. This approach to parking is consistent with policies E4 
– E7 and it enables sufficient flexibility to support the retention and intensification 
of industrial uses. 

c)  Are the maximum standards for retail set out in Table 10.5 justified? 

84.7 Yes, the maximum standards for retail are justified. It is important that the location 
and design of new retail developments do not lead them to being car dependent, 
so the Mayor can meet his duties under the GLA Act 1999, including to improve 
health and reduce health inequalities; and TfL can meet its duties to manage the 
road network under the Traffic Management Act 2004. Setting maximum parking 
standards for retail complements the town centre first approach set out in Policy 
SD7, which is in accordance with the sequential approach to main town centre uses 
in the 2012 NPPF. The town centre first approach directs retail development 
towards town centre locations, which generally benefit from higher levels of public 
transport connectivity than out-of-centre locations.  

84.8 The standards also account for recent changes in retail patterns. For instance, 
shopping and personal business trip rates by London residents declined by 35 per 
cent between 2007 and 2016, likely reflecting the growth in online shopping. The 
availability of online deliveries, including from established high street retailers, 
enables large purchases to be made without the use of a car, while smaller 
convenience retail purchases from stores in well-connected locations can enable 
smaller, more frequent purchases (possibly as part of another trip), rather than 
designing retail to be around ‘the weekly shop’ that might have traditionally 
required a car. Planning policy has an important role in influencing retail choices 
and associated travel behaviours to improve public health and reduce congestion 
and emissions and improve the quality of place wherever possible. 

84.9 The parking standards reflect the spatial and connectivity characteristics of 
different parts of London, allowing some parking to be provided outside the CAZ 
and areas of PTAL 5-6. A greater level of parking is permitted in outer London, 
reflecting the different travel patterns and extent of alternatives to car use that are 
available there. 

84.10 The standards also provide a framework for retail parking provision that is simpler 
to implement than previous policy, reflecting the increasing numbers of mixed-use 
development proposals with ‘flexible’ retail space that is not limited to a particular 
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retail category. Parts B and C of Policy T6.3 also look to make the best use of 
existing parking, such as general town centre parking, which will help support lower 
levels of additional parking. 

d) Is the approach to hotel and leisure uses parking set out in policy T6.4 justified? 

84.11 Yes, the approach to parking for hotel and leisure uses is justified. This limits 
provision in PTAL 4 – 6 areas to operational and disabled persons parking only, 
reflecting both the need to reduce car travel and the extent of alternative modes at 
these locations, as well as noting that operational provision can include space for 
taxis and coaches if particular vehicular access is required for the functioning of the 
development. 

84.12 Proposals for sites in areas of PTAL 0-3 are assessed on a case-by-case basis, 
recognising the potential difference in travel patterns at these locations, whilst 
discouraging unnecessary car travel, taking into account the circumstances and 
scale of the development. 

e)  Are the standards for non-residential disabled persons parking set out in Table 
10.6 justified? 

84.13 Yes, the non-residential disabled persons parking standards in Policy T6.5 and Table 
10.6 are justified. These standards are based on national guidance6, and as part of 
the Minor Suggested Changes, the principles of this guidance were extended to 
ensure hotels and medical and health facilities made similar provision. Paragraph 
10.6.18 was also changed to clarify the application of Policy T6.5 to developments 
that do not provide general parking, requiring appropriate provision of disabled 
persons parking, to be assessed on a case-by-case basis.  

f)  Is the requirement for existing parking provision to be reduced to meet the 
maximum standards when sites are redeveloped justified (policy T6I)? 

84.14 Yes, this requirement is justified. The draft Plan sets out in Policy GG2 the 
importance of making the best use of land, while policies SD7 (Town centres: 
development principles and Development Plan Documents) and H1 (Increasing 
housing supply) both give car parks as examples of potential sites for 
redevelopment to provide housing. Policy T6 part I sets out that where this 
happens, proposals should still adhere to the same standards that those without 
existing parking would have to meet. This is to ensure consistency and prevent 
inappropriately high levels of parking, which ultimately lead to greater levels of 
congestion, emissions and poor public health. This approach is also important to 
ensure the optimal use of land, particularly in well-connected locations, and enable 
space to be used to benefit all residents and visitors, rather than just those who 
own cars.    

                                                        
6 British Standard BS8300 provides advice on the number of designated off street parking bays for disabled 

people for different building types.  
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84.15 Some concerns were raised during public consultation about the potential for this 
Policy to act as a disincentive for mixed-use redevelopment of retail sites to provide 
additional housing. To avoid this scenario, a Minor Suggested Change has been 
proposed to allow some flexibility ‘where retail sites are redeveloped outside of 
town centres in areas which are not well served by public transport, particularly in 
outer London7.’ 

g)  How would the approach to non-residential car parking affect the objectives of 
policy GG5 “growing a good economy” and the vitality and viability of town 
centres in the context of policies SD6-SD9 and E9? 

84.16 The approach to non-residential parking is supportive of Policy GG5 Growing a 
Good Economy, complements policies SD6-9 and E9 and will help to ensure the 
vitality and viability of town centres. 

84.17 London’s town centres play a crucial role in contributing to the city’s economy, 
supporting it to be the most economically productive region in the UK. Areas of 
central and inner London currently generate particularly high levels of economic 
output, enabled by high employment densities (especially in the CAZ) that bring 
agglomeration benefits and support a wide range of office-based, retail and other 
businesses within a limited area to benefit from close proximity to each other. This 
is only possible due to the extensive public transport connectivity and capacity 
(complemented by walking and cycling) that enables millions of workers and 
customers to travel to the same locations at the same time. The role of public 
transport and active travel is recognised in Policy GG5 part G, policies SD6 A3, SD7 
F, SD8 A1, and E9 B4. The approach to non-residential car parking is intended to 
help meet the objectives of GG5 and support agglomeration and economic activity 
across London’s town centre network. 

84.18 London already suffers from some of the highest levels of congestion in the UK8. As 
its population grows, these challenges will only get worse unless more people are 
enabled and encouraged to use space-efficient modes, rather than car travel. This 
would be detrimental to the ability of people and goods to move around the city 
reliably, harming London’s economy. 

84.19 The draft Plan approach to parking in town centres takes into account existing 
provision and ensures that any new parking is publicly available to ensure the best 
use of land. Reduced car dependency – together with measures to improve public 
realm and enhance access by walking, cycling and public transport – will help 
London’s town centres increase their attractiveness as destinations and enable 
greater levels of new development to boost their vitality. Town centres in London 
are already primarily accessed by foot and public transport (with significant 

                                                        
7 NLP/CD/09: GLA, Table of Changes - Minor Suggested Changes to the Draft new London Plan, August 2018, 
Ref MSC.10.46. 
8 NLP/AD/58: Integrated Transport Planning, Understanding and Managing Congestion, November 2017, page 
18 
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potential for greater levels of cycling access) and studies have found that significant 
economic benefits are delivered by increases in the number of people who access 
town centre by foot, as these people spend 40 per cent more over the course of a 
month than those who drive to them.9  

                                                        
9 Transport for London, Walking Action Plan, July 2018 


