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MALP EiP matter 2 parking standards 
Statement from the Mayor of London 
 
 
 
Inspector’s introductory paragraph  

Paragraph 39 of the NPPF sets out the matters to be taken into account in setting local 
parking standards but the NPPF also advises that the transport system needs to be 
balanced in favour of sustainable transport modes and that achieving the fullest possible 
use of public transport, walking and cycling should be supported.  The Planning Practice 
Guidance (under ‘Promoting sustainable transport’) and the Written Ministerial Statement 
dated 25th March 2015 provide further advice on parking. 
 
 
2a  Do the Mayor’s proposed alterations (with regard to Parking Standards) 

appropriately reflect the national advice referred to in the introductory 
paragraph above? 

 
2a.1 Yes, the draft Minor Alterations (Parking Standards), published for consultation on 

11 May 2015, taken together with the Suggested Changes published on 21 
August 2015, do appropriately reflect national planning advice as set out in the 
NPPG, the NPPF and the Written Ministerial Statement.  

 
2a.2 The London Plan, published (adopted) in March 2015, incorporates the Further 

Alterations to the London Plan (FALP), which were subject to public consultation 
in January to April 2014 and examination in September 2014.  Proposals in the 
draft FALP underscored the general need for flexibility in applying strategic 
parking policy in outer London (Policy 2.8) and the more distinct issues associated 
with outer London town centres and for commercial development in outer London 
that were initially introduced at Policy 6.13 in the 2011 London Plan.  

 
2a.3 Government noted its concern about the extent to which the London Plan 

reflected national parking policy in response to the consultation draft FALP: 
 

 “I am concerned that the approach to the provision of parking spaces for 
new development set out in the Plan at present does not reflect national 
policy.  This government abolished national planning policy guidance that 
required councils to limit car parking provision for new development in 
2011.  These policies unfairly penalise drivers and could lead to poor 
quality development and congested streets.  The government believes that 
local authorities are best placed to ensure parking provision is appropriate 
to the needs of the proposed development.  We would expect the London 
Plan to reflect this.  If local authorities consider parking standards to be 
necessary the National Planning Policy framework sets out the issues they 
should take into account when setting standards.”1 

 
2a.4 This was followed by a letter to the FALP EiP Inspector which stated: 
 

                                                           
1
 letter to the Mayor of London on the draft Further Alterations to the London Plan, Nick Bowles MP, 

Parliamentary Under Secretary of State (Planning), 11 April 2014 
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 “The National Planning Policy Framework is clear that local authorities 
should be in the driving seat for ensuring parking provision for new 
developments is appropriate to the needs of local residents. 

 
“As a Government we are clear that an insufficient number of parking 
spaces risk creating a ‘vicious cycle’ where clogged up street leave 
motorists to run a gauntlet of congestion, unfair fines and parking 
restrictions.  
 
“This Government therefore remains firmly of the view that more parking 
spaces should be provided alongside new homes that families want and 
need.  However, it remains the case that some local authorities have made 
no effort to review their existing parking arrangements, despite the change 
in national policy.  That is why, on 31 July, we launched a consultation on 
restricting local authority bowers to set parking standards.  We will notify 
you of any changes to national policy or guidance as a result of the 
consultation.”2 

 
2a.5 At the EiP, the Mayor explained the London Plan’s strategic approach to parking 

(see paragraph 2a.2 above), but indicated his willingness to review residential car 
parking in parts of outer London taking account of any changes to national policy. 

 
2a.6 In paragraph 92 of his report to the Mayor3, the FALP EiP Inspector considered 

“the Mayor’s encouragement to a restraint based approach to parking provision in 
inner London and other locations which benefit from good access to public 
transport to be justified.”  He noted “The further alterations Policy 6.13(E)(d) and 
paragraph 6.45 recognise the need for flexibility in town centres and will allow 
London Boroughs to tailor standards to their areas as appropriate.”  He concluded 
“Consequently, I find that the FALP is flexible and strikes an appropriate balance.”  

 
2a.7 Following the receipt of the FALP Inspector’s report in November 2014, the Mayor 

submitted his ‘intend to publish’ version of the London Plan (as proposed to be 
altered by the FALP) to the Secretary of State for his consideration.  In his reply of 
27 January 2015 to the Mayor, the Minister for State for Housing and Planning, 
reiterated the Government’s view of parking standards but welcomed the Mayor’s 
“clear commitment in the London Plan to carry out an early review of parking 
standards in outer London … which of course will need to take account of any 
changes to national policy that we might choose to bring forward.”4 

 
2a.8 The Parking Standards Minor Alterations proposed by the Mayor build on the firm 

foundation of the parking policy framework in the March 2015 London Plan 
(Policy 6.13 and Table 6.2).  As noted above this was deemed compliant with 

                                                           
2 letter to  Anthony Thickett, FALP EiP Inspector, on the Further Alterations to the London Plan, Brandon 
Lewis MP, Minister for State for Housing and Planning, 10 September 2014 
3 Report on the Examination in Public into the Further Alterations to the London Plan, Anthony Thickett, 18 
November 2014 
http://www.london.gov.uk/sites/default/files/FALP%20inspector%27s%20report%2018%20November%
202014%20including%20annex.pdf  
4 letter to the Mayor of London on the Further Alterations to the London Plan, Brandon Lewis MP, Minister 
for State for Housing and Planning, 27 January 2015 
http://www.london.gov.uk/sites/default/files/FALP%20letter%20from%20Minister%20of%20State%20fo
r%20Housing%20and%20Planning.pdf  

http://www.london.gov.uk/sites/default/files/FALP%20inspector%27s%20report%2018%20November%202014%20including%20annex.pdf
http://www.london.gov.uk/sites/default/files/FALP%20inspector%27s%20report%2018%20November%202014%20including%20annex.pdf
http://www.london.gov.uk/sites/default/files/FALP%20letter%20from%20Minister%20of%20State%20for%20Housing%20and%20Planning.pdf
http://www.london.gov.uk/sites/default/files/FALP%20letter%20from%20Minister%20of%20State%20for%20Housing%20and%20Planning.pdf
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national policy and found sound by the FALP Inspector late last year and signed 
off, with a proviso for early review, by the Government nine months ago.  It might 
be noted that, by nominal standards of plan preparation, the strategic planning 
policy framework within which the alterations sit is very up to date. 

 
2a.9 NPPF paragraph 39 sets out a number of factors to be taken into account if a local 

planning authority intends to set local parking standards for residential 
development.  These are: 

 

 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 
 

Following the Secretary of State’s written statement to Parliament of 25 March 
2015, NPPF paragraph 39 is now to be read in conjunction with the following text: 
 

 Local planning authorities should only impose local parking standards for 
residential and non-residential development where there is clear and 
compelling justification that it is necessary to manage their local road network5 

 
As set out below, the Mayor contends that the proposed parking Standards Minor 
Alterations do appropriately reflect this national guidance. 

 
2a.10 Firstly, direct references to NPPF paragraph 39 are embedded in the Minor 

Alterations as follows: 
 

 proposed new policy clause 6.13Ee (as amended by suggested change PSC1), 
requires outer London boroughs to take into account the criteria set out in 
NPPF paragraph 39 in demonstrating that  they have actively considered more 
generous standards for housing development in areas with low public transport 
accessibility (generally PTALs 0 -1) , and  

 supporting paragraph 6.42j (as amended by suggested change PSC2) requires 
outer London boroughs to take account of the criteria set out in NPPF 
paragraph 39 if they are considering a more flexible approach to parking 
standards for applications in some limited parts of areas within PTAL 2. 

 
2a.11 Secondly, the minor alterations to Policy 6.13 and supporting paragraphs contain 

a number of instances which reflect the intent of national policy. 
 
2a.12 The choice implied in the “if setting parking standards” ethos at the opening of 

NPPF paragraph 39 is reflected in the London Plan’s strategic restraint-based 
approach to parking standards for London.  This approach has been consistently 
endorsed by Government in ‘signing off’ successive iterations of the London Plan.  
In the context of this and in line with London Plan paragraph 0.16H and Policy 2.8 
which recognise the distinct circumstances of Outer London and the way these 
bear on the application of strategic parking policy, the proposed Minor Alterations 

                                                           
5 Written Statement to Parliament, Rt Hon Eric Pickles, Secretary of State for Communities and Local 
Government, 25 March 2015 
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set out conditions under which outer London boroughs should demonstrate that 
they have actively considered the need for a measure of flexibility in implementing 
strategic parking policy in defined areas. 

 
2a.13 The Mayor’s decision to restrict this degree of flexibility in setting and operating 

residential parking standards to outer London was endorsed by the Minister of 
State for Housing and Planning in his letter endorsing the Further Alterations to 
the London Plan, in which he said “I welcome the clear commitment in the London 
Plan to carry out an early review of parking standards in Outer London.”6 
 

2a.14 The Minor Alteration’s underlying theme of limiting additional flexibility in 
residential parking standards in London solely to outer London, and moreover to 
areas within them of low public transport accessibility as defined by PTALs (Policy 
6.13C and Ee, and supporting paragraphs 6.42i and 6.42j), also reflects the 
“accessibility of the development” and the “availability of public transport” criteria 
in NPPF paragraph 39. 

 
2a.15 Paragraph 6.42i’s “this may be especially important in ‘suburban’ areas and for 

areas with family housing” reflects the “type, mix and use of development” 
criterion in NPPF paragraph 39. 

 
2a.16 Paragraph 6.42k, with its “account should be taken of the extent to which public 

transport might be provided in the future” reflects the “opportunities for public 
transport” NPPF paragraph 39 criterion.  

 
2a.17 Paragraph 6.42i’s “residents’ dependency on the car” and paragraph 6.42j’s 

“where … a development is particularly dependent on car travel” acknowledge the 
relevance of the “local car ownership level” NPPF paragraph 39 criterion to areas 
with low public transport access. 

 
2a.18 Policy 6.13Ee’s “current and projected pressures for on-street parking and their 

bearing on all road users”, paragraph 6.42I’s “particularly to avoid generating 
unacceptable pressure for on-street parking” and paragraph 6.42k’s “the impact 
of on-street parking measures such as CPZs which may also help to reduce the 
potential for overspill parking and congestion, and improve safety and amenity” 
reflect the Ministerial Statement’s additional NPPF paragraph 39 criterion of “clear 
and compelling justification that it is necessary to manage their local road 
network” 

 
2a.19 Suggested change PSC1 on Policy 6.13Ee (“outer London boroughs should 

demonstrate that they have actively considered”) reflects the Ministerial 
Statement’s call for a “clear and compelling justification”. 

 
2a.20 A number of respondents have expressed concern about the potential detrimental 

impact of the proposed parking standards alterations on air quality and health.  
These concerns are reflected in the IIA’s findings on air quality (a non-significant 
negative score) and health (negative and positive scores, both non-significant). 

 

                                                           
6
 letter to the Mayor of London on the Further Alterations to the London Plan, Brandon Lewis MP, Minister 

for State for Housing and Planning, 27 January 2015 
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2a.21 In respect of air quality, the direct references to NPPF paragraph 39 in Policy 
6.13Ee and in paragraph 6.42j will ensure that outer London boroughs take 
account of the overall need to reduce the use of high-emission vehicles when 
developing their residential parking standards.  

 
2a.22 It is not correct to say [as claimed by some respondents] that approval of the 

proposed modification of the relevant London plan polices on parking standards 
would be contrary to either EU or UK law.  This issue is discussed in further detail 
in the Mayor’s answer to question j. 

 
2a.23 In respect of health, it should be noted that in setting residential parking 

standards, outer London boroughs must of course take account of national 
planning policy and guidance on health and wellbeing7, and London Plan Policy 
3.2 Improving health and addressing health inequalities. 

 
2a.24 The Inspector’s introductory paragraph to the parking standards questions rightly 

points out that the NPPF also advises that the transport system needs to be 
balanced in favour of sustainable transport modes and that achieving the fullest 
possible use of public transport, walking and cycling should be supported (NPPF 
paragraphs 29 and 35). 

 
2a.25 On the issue of balance referred to in NPPF paragraph 29, the Minor Alterations 

should be considered in the context of the London Plan as a whole – the 
overwhelming majority of which is not subject to alteration.   

 
2a.26 Of particular relevance in this regard is chapter six of the Plan which sets out the 

Mayor’s vision for, and detailed policies to achieve, his objective that London 
should be “a city where it is easy, safe and convenient for everyone to access jobs, 
opportunities and facilities with an efficient and effective transport system which 
actively encourages more walking and cycling, makes better use of the Thames, 
and supports delivery of all the objectives of this Plan”.  And the NPPF’s 
requirement to achieve the fullest possible use of public transport, walking and 
cycling are addressed directly in London Plan Policy 6.2 (on public transport 
capacity), policy 6.4 (on transport connectivity), policy 6.5 (on Crossrail and other 
strategic transport infrastructure), policy 6.7 (better streets), and policies 6.9 and 
6.10 (cycling and walking). 

 
2a.27 It is noted that the first part of the sentence in NPPF paragraph 29 to which the 

Inspector refers (“The transport system needs to be balanced in favour of 
sustainable transport modes…”) is immediately followed by “…giving people a 
real choice about how they travel”; and that the next sentence notes:  “However, 
the Government recognises that different polices and measures will be required in 
different communities and opportunities to maximise sustainable transport 
solutions will vary from urban to rural areas.”   

 
2a.28 It is the Mayor’s view is that the minor relaxation of residential parking standards 

proposed through the MALP – in defined circumstances and only in certain parts 
of outer London more dependent on travel by car – is an appropriate response to 
the notion of different approaches for different areas reflected in NPPF paragraph 
29. 

                                                           
7 NPPF paragraph 35 and NPPG health and wellbeing paragraph 0011 ref ID: 53-001-20140306 
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2b  Has the Mayor achieved the correct balance between car parking 
provision and sustainable means of movement? 

 
2b.1 Yes, the Mayor has achieved the correct balance between car parking provision 

and sustainable transport. 
 
2b.2 NPPF paragraph 29 states “The transport system needs to be balanced in favour 

of sustainable transport modes, giving people a real choice about how they travel. 
However, the Government recognises that different policies and measures will be 
required in different communities and opportunities to maximise sustainable 
transport solutions will vary from urban to rural areas”. 

 
2b.3 This balance is already reflected in the Mayor’s London Plan.  Discussing the 

Mayor’s transport objectives, paragraph 6.2 of the Plan states that the Mayor 
“recognises that transport plays a fundamental role in addressing the whole range 
of his spatial planning, environmental, economic and social policy priorities.  It is 
critical to the efficient functioning and quality of life of London and its 
inhabitants. … He is particularly committed to improving the environment by 
encouraging more sustainable means of transport, through a cycling revolution, 
improving conditions for walking, and enhancement of public transport”. 

 
2b.4 In support of Policy 6.13 Parking, paragraph 6.42 states that “parking policy, 

whether in terms of levels of provision or regulation of on- or off-street parking, 
can have significant effects in influencing transport choices and addressing 
congestion”.  It goes on to say that the Mayor “recognises that London is a 
diverse city that requires a flexible approach to identifying appropriate levels of 
car parking provision across boundaries.  This means ensuring a level of 
accessibility by private car consistent with the overall balance of the transport 
system at the local level.” The Plan (Policy 2.8 Outer London transport) recognises 
the distinct outer London dimension to this balance in strategic terms. 

 
2b.5 More specifically, paragraph 6.45 already notes that “Policy 6.13 enables flexibility 

in setting office parking standards; if outer London boroughs wish to adopt a 
more generous standard this should be done via a DPD to allow TfL and the GLA 
to assess the impact of such a change on the wider transport network (see Policy 
6.3) and on air quality.  Likewise, the policy takes a similar approach to outer 
London town centres, providing local authorities with the opportunity to 
implement a more flexible approach to town centre parking where there is a 
demonstrable need.” 

 
2b.6 With respect to parking flexibility in town centres (Policy 6.13 Ec), the Further 

Alterations to the London Plan (FALP) Inspector found the FALP to be “flexible 
and strikes the appropriate balance”8. 

 
2b.7 To extend this balanced approach, these alterations seek to clarify where in outer 

London residential parking flexibility should apply, taking account of national 
policy.  An appropriate balance has been achieved by restricting the ability to 
increase parking provision to areas which have poorer public transport 
connectivity.  This is intended to facilitate developments that are appropriately 

                                                           
8
 Report on the Examination in Public into the Further Alterations to the London Plan, Mr A Thickett, 18 

November 2014, paragraph 6.45 
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designed to cater for the needs of residents who have less choice in relation to 
travel.  In places that are better connected to public transport, the London Plan 
continues to seek a restraint-based approach to residential parking appropriate to 
London as a whole. 

 
 
2c  Is the evidence in the Integrated Impact Assessment Report on Parking 

Standards (IIA) sufficiently robust?  Are any of the minor negative 
impacts referred to in the IIA of significance in the overall balance of 
issues? 

2c.1 Yes, the evidence in the Integrated Impact Assessment (IIA) Report on Parking 
Standards is sufficiently robust.  

 
2c.2 The Mayor adopts an integrated approach to assessing the impacts of his 

strategies.  The IIA incorporates the Mayor’s legal requirements to carry out 
environmental, social, economic, health, equality and community safety impact 
assessments.  Carrying out an IIA enables any synergies and cross-cutting impacts 
of the assessments to be identified.  

 
2c.3 The IIA is an iterative process that informs the development of the proposed 

policies.  It identifies, describes and evaluates the likely significant effects on 
environmental, economic and social factors using the evidence base.  The IIA 
process should be proportionate and relevant to the alteration being assessed. 

 
2c.4 Para 167 of the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) states that:  

 
‘Assessments should be proportionate, and should not repeat policy 
assessment that has already been undertaken. Wherever possible the local 
planning authority should consider how the preparation of any assessment 
will contribute to the plan’s evidence base...’ 

 
2c.5 Para 009 Reference ID: 11-009-20140306 of the National Planning Policy 

Guidance (NPPG) states:  
 

‘The sustainability appraisal should only focus on what is needed to assess 
the likely significant effects of the Local Plan. It should focus on the 
environmental, economic and social impacts that are likely to be significant. 
It does not need to be done in any more detail, or using more resources, 
than is considered to be appropriate for the content and level of detail in the 
Local Plan.’ 

 
2c.6 In addition Paragraph: 016 Reference ID: 11-016-20140306 of the NPPG states: 

 
‘The term ‘baseline information’ refers to the existing environmental, 
economic and social characteristics of the area likely to be affected by the 
Local Plan, and their likely evolution without implementation of new 
policies… 

…Baseline information provides the basis against which to assess the likely 
effects of alternative proposals in the plan. 

http://planningguidance.planningportal.gov.uk/blog/guidance/local-plans/
http://planningguidance.planningportal.gov.uk/blog/guidance/local-plans/
http://planningguidance.planningportal.gov.uk/blog/guidance/local-plans/
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Wherever possible, data should be included on historic and likely future 
trends, including a ‘business as usual’ scenario (i.e. anticipated trends in the 
absence of new policies being introduced). This information will enable the 
potential effects of the implementation of the Local Plan to be assessed in 
the context of existing and potential environmental, economic and social 
trends.’ 

2c.7 Paragraphs 2.4 and 3.6 of the Minor Alterations to the London Plan (MALP) 
Parking Standards IIA report outline that: 

  
 ‘A large proportion of existing baseline evidence used previously for the 
FALP has not changed in the short period between the FALP review and this 
draft Parking Standards MALP review.  Documents and information have 
been updated where appropriate’.  

 
2c.8 The Further Alterations to the London Plan (FALP) IIA Scoping Report and IIA 

Report set out the broad evidence base relevant to the proposed alterations.  The 
IIA was found to be sound by the FALP IIA Inspector to comply with the 
requirements of the Environmental Assessment of Plans and Programmes 
Regulations 20049. 

 
2c.9 Section 4 of the MALP Parking Standards Scoping Request sets out the updated 

Baseline data.  At the Scoping Stage the statutory consultees were invited to 
comment on the proposed approach to the appraisal, including identifying any 
additional baseline data relevant to the proposed alterations.  The Environment 
Agency recommended referencing the draft Thames River Basin Management 
Plan. This document was reviewed and was not considered as relevant as those set 
out in the final IIA Report.  In addition, Historic England (English Heritage at the 
time) recommended reference to London Borough Characterisation Studies and 
that the emerging evidence base considered townscape and heritage.  Section 4.2 
of the FALP Scoping report references borough Development Plan Documents 
(various).  No further baseline data was suggested.  

 
2c.10 Section 4 of the MALP Parking Standards IIA Report highlights the main sources 

of baseline information and outlines key baseline data.  For example, it notes data 
from the emerging Outer London Commission (OLC) report. The OLC report and 
the IIA report identify robust data, including that produced by TfL.  However, the 
MALP Parking Standards IIA Report also notes that the relationship between car 
ownership and the number of vehicular trips is complex.  Where required, TfL and 
the Greater London Authority undertook further analysis, for example, from data 
available from the London Development Database which monitors planning 
approvals and development starts and completions across London.  

 
2c.11 Whilst the Outer London Commission Fourth Report was not published at the time 

of publication of the IIA, officers were aware of the preparation of this report and 
its likely contents.  This enabled the MALP Parking Standards IIA Report, including 
the Sustainability Appraisal to reflect the initial findings from the report. The IIA 
and the Sustainability Appraisal also include early data produced by TfL that was 
not published at the time.  For example, the sustainability appraisal for health and 
well-being identifies early TfL modelling on potential increased car movements 

                                                           
9 Paragraph 16 of the Further Alterations to the London Plan Inspector’s Report November 2014 
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and decrease walking and cycling associated with the proposed policy 
amendments. 

 
2c.12 It is not the role of the IIA to produce more evidence but to identify the existing 

evidence and any gaps in the data that could result in uncertainty.  As stated 
above the IIA process should be proportionate to the proposed amendments.  For 
example, paragraph 4.9 of the MALP Parking Standards IIA Report notes the 
uncertainty as to whether car ownership results in additional car use.  TfL 
undertook strategic modelling to estimate the impact based upon existing patterns 
of travel. In addition further evidence was produced by the Greater London 
Authority, for example from data available from the London Development 
Database which monitors planning approvals and development starts and 
completions across London.  Some of this specific data is shown in Appendix 1 of 
the MALP Parking Standards IIA Report. 

 
2c.13  The evidence identified in the IIA was the most relevant available at the time and 

is robust. It is proportionate to the proposed alterations and reflects the strategic 
nature of the London Plan policies. The IIA is an ongoing process and therefore is 
reviewed and updated, if required alongside the development of the proposed 
policy.  Additional baseline data not available at the scoping stage is reflected in 
the final MALP Parking Standards IIA report and considered during the final 
appraisal of the proposed policy amendments.  

 
2c.14 The EiP is an open process where new evidence and policy can be considered in 

the assessment of the policy. 
 
2c.15 Table 6.1 of the MALP Parking Standards IIA shows that for some of its objectives 

the preferred option ‘is likely to detract from the achievement of the IIA objective, 
although not significantly’.  Whilst the Sustainability Appraisal shows some 
potential likely negative impacts they are not considered significant in the overall 
balance of issues.  The assessment summary shown in Table 6.1 is relative to the 
reasonable alternatives and not the London Plan as a whole. 

 
2c.16 The c.0.8% increase in car trips and 0.3% decrease in walking / cycling and public 

transport over a 24 hour period identified in the IIA are marginal changes and are 
not of significance in the overall balance of issues.  In addition this could be 
mitigated by wider London Plan and local policies and Mayoral Strategies 
including the promotion of low emission vehicles, the implementation of ‘mini-
Hollands’ and the London Plan ‘air quality neutral’ policy.  These policies and 
strategies would act to limit any likely negative impact on air quality and health. 

 
2c.17 Wider London Plan policies on the protection and provision or improvement of 

open space and biodiversity will act to limit any likely negative impact on these 
issues so that the impact of the proposed alteration will not be significant in the 
overall balance of issues. 

 
2c.18 Similarly, London Plan and NPPF policies on surface water flooding and 

sustainable drainage systems are sufficiently robust to enable the potential 
negative effects of any potential additional hardstand to be addressed and 
mitigated so that it should not be significant in the overall balance of issues. 
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2c.19 The minor negative impacts referred to in the IIA are not of significance in the 
overall balance of issues. 

 
 
2d  Is the reliance on the public transport accessibility levels (PTALS) 

justified? 
 
2d.1  Yes, the reliance on public transport accessibility levels (PTALs) is justified.   
 
2d.2 PTAL (public transport accessibility level) is a measure of connectivity.  A high 

PTAL in a specific location indicates good connectivity to the public transport 
network.  PTAL values are influenced by the walking distance to nearby stations 
and stops, and by the frequency of services at these stations and stops.  They are 
calculated by combining walk time from the chosen point of interest to nearby 
service access points (stations, bus stops etc) with service frequency data at those 
points.  The use of PTALs has been an integral part in determining parking 
provision in London since the adoption of the first London Plan in 2004 and has 
been subject to two EIPs.   

 
2d.3 The London Plan’s Glossary definition of PTALs has been updated through the 

Minor Alterations to reflect the latest refinement in PTAL methodology. 
 
2d.3 WebCAT10 (Web-based Connectivity Assessment Toolkit) is an online toolkit 

hosted on TfL’s website which enables PTAL calculation, and will in future replace 
the current TfL PTAL mapping service.  WebCAT currently contains two main 
tools: PTAL and Time Mapping (TIM).   

 
2d.4 WebCAT allows users to create their own PTAL maps and view future PTALs for 

scenarios.  The toolkit calculates future bus PTALs by applying an uplift of 3.5% 
for all bus frequencies to base year bus network data. This is designed to reflect 
the assumed growth of bus km in the TfL Business Plan and is consistent with the 
bus service definitions used in Railplan11.   

 
2d.5  Although PTALs are the best measure of connectivity currently available for 

London, and remain the key measure for defining those areas where a more 
flexible approach to residential parking standards maybe justified, the Mayor and 
TfL have acknowledged that it does have some limitations12 – for example, 
although new rail schemes such as Crossrail are included in future PTAL 
calculations it is not yet possible to address bus network reconfiguration following 
the introduction of new rail services.  

 
2d.6  The PTAL methodology has served London well in ensuring an appropriate level of 

car parking provision in relation to public transport.  To depart from PTALs would 
represent a major policy shift, and as such would not be a matter for a minor 
alteration, it would be a matter for a full review of the Plan. 

                                                           
10 https://tfl.gov.uk/info-for/urban-planning-and-construction/planning-with-webcat  
11 https://tfl.gov.uk/cdn/static/cms/documents/londons-public-transport-assignment-model-railplan.pdf  
12 Outer London Commission Fourth Report (Part One) Residential Parking Standards, May 2015, para 3.4.3 
http://www.london.gov.uk/olc/2015/docs/2015/OLC%20Fourth%20Report%20Part%201.pdf  

https://tfl.gov.uk/info-for/urban-planning-and-construction/planning-with-webcat
https://tfl.gov.uk/cdn/static/cms/documents/londons-public-transport-assignment-model-railplan.pdf
http://www.london.gov.uk/olc/2015/docs/2015/OLC%20Fourth%20Report%20Part%201.pdf
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2e  Is the proposed addition to policy 6.13 C sufficiently robust – what is 
meant by ‘generally’ in relation to PTALs 0-1?  Should other PTAL levels 
fall within the definition of a ‘low’ PTAL? 

 
2e.1 Yes, the proposed addition to policy 6.13C is sufficiently robust.  It is 

supplemented by: 
 

 additional clause Ee to the LDF preparation section of Policy 6.13, which sets 
out additional considerations for outer London boroughs when preparing local 
plans 

 new supporting paragraph 6.42i which provides guidance for outer London 
boroughs on developing their local residential parking standards 

 new supporting paragraphs 6.42j and 6.42k which to provide guidance to 
outer London boroughs on developing their local residential parking standards 
and on dealing with the parking aspects of residential planning applications 

 
2e.2 As used in the altered clause C of Policy 6.13, the term ‘generally’ means that 

residential car parking provision can be higher in outer London in limited parts of 
PTAL 2 areas on a case-by-case basis, based on specific circumstances and 
justified locally, but that in most of outer London, a level of PTAL 0-1 adequately 
and robustly captures areas of low public transport accessibility.  

 
2e.3 The Mayor contends that ‘low’ is a useful, reasonable and in London Plan terms, a 

familiar and recognisable description of a PTAL level of 0-1.   
 
2e.4 This terminology is used at paragraph 2.36 of the March 2015 London Plan (found 

sound by its inspector and ‘content for publication’ by the Secretary of State).  
This states “In neighbourhoods with low public transport accessibility (PTAL 0-1), 
residential parking standards should be applied flexibly.”   

 
2e.5 Furthermore, in the ‘Parking for residential development’ section of London Plan 

Table 6.2 Car parking standards, parking standards are displayed in three columns, 
with PTAL levels of 0-1 on the left, 2 to 4 in the centre and 5 to 6 to the right.   

 
2e.6 It is not unreasonable to conclude that, from left to right, PTAL 0-1 is low, PTAL 2 

to 4 is medium and PTAL 5 to 6 is high.  It follows that other PTAL levels should 
not fall within the definition of a ‘low’ PTAL.   

 
 
2f  How would the ‘limited parts of areas within PTAL 2’ be defined (6.42j)?  

Should reference also be made to appropriate parts of areas within 
PTAL3?  Is the advice in this paragraph sufficiently robust and is it 
appropriate to refer to forthcoming publications in paragraph 6.42j? 

 
2f.1  New supporting paragraph 6.42j gives guidance to outer London boroughs on 

considering the parking aspects of planning applications for residential 
development located in PTAL 2 areas.  In some limited parts of PTAL 2 areas, the 
borough may apply a more flexible approach to parking where the orientation or 
levels of public transport mean that a development is particularly dependent on 
car travel.   



MALP Parking Standards EiP | Mayor of London | matter 2 statement 

 
Page 12 of 21 

 

 
2f.2 In practice, the ‘limited parts of areas within PTAL 2’ will be determined by outer 

London boroughs as the local planning authority on a case by case basis in light 
of:  

 

 the specific requirements of the development and the site 

 the car dependency of the location (new paragraph 6.42j) 

 the criteria set out in NPPF paragraph 39 (new paragraph 6.42j) 

 the extent to which public transport might be provided in the future (new 
paragraph 6.42k) 

 and the impact of on-street parking measures such as CPZs (new paragraph 
6.42k) 

 
2f.3 Parking flexibility proposed through the Minor Alterations should not apply to 

PTAL 3 areas because the level of public transport access in these areas makes 
them properly subject to the overall thrust of strategic parking policy set out in 
London Plan Policies 6.1 and 6.13.  For example, a PTAL rating of 3 is applied to 
areas within 200 metres of 3 bus routes, one arriving every 6 minutes, the second 
arriving every 9 minutes and the third arriving every 12 minutes.  Alternatively, a 
location with a train service every fifteen minutes and two of the three bus routes 
described above would have a PTAL of 3.  These are clearly not areas with low 
public transport access where higher car parking provision can be justified.  In light 
of this the Mayor does not consider it appropriate to extend the policy to areas 
with a PTAL of 3.  

 
2f.4  The advice in paragraph 6.42j is robust and appropriate for a London-wide plan, 

and it will be for the outer London boroughs to apply it in specific, local 
circumstances.   

 
2f.5  London Plan SPGs do not develop policy, they provide advice on how policy 

should be implemented.  The Mayor believes that it is important to first establish 
the principle in policy, and then to set out implementation details in SPG (for 
example, parking design, layouts, turning circles etc). 

 
2f.6 As noted in the Matter dealing with Housing Standards, it is useful and 

appropriate to point to a forthcoming publication in a draft alteration.  The draft 
Housing Supplementary Planning Guidance SPG, which has completed its stage of 
public consultation, will be published after the Mayor’s full consideration of the 
MALP EiP Inspector’s recommendations.  The reference to it will be subsequently 
updated when the Minor Alterations are published/adopted. 

 
 
2g  Is the reference to ‘minima’ in paragraph 6.42i justified?  How would 

‘higher levels of provision’ be determined? 
 
2g.1 Yes, the reference to ‘minima’ in paragraph 6.42i is justified.  Through these minor 

alterations the Mayor is seeking to give outer London boroughs more discretion to 
set appropriate residential parking standards for areas with low public accessibility, 
in light of specific circumstances.  Part of this discretion includes the ability to set 
minima where the evidence exists to justify such a decision, taking into account 
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the extent of car dependency, on-street parking pressures, and whether the area is 
suburban in character and contains family housing. 

 
2g.2 Car parking policy in the London Plan operates within a framework of maximum 

parking standards – Table 6.2 Car parking standards sets out maximum standards 
for residential, retail and employment uses.  Whilst the Parking for residential 
development section of Table 6.2 expresses standards as “up to…”for particular 
configurations of public transport accessibility and townscape character, boroughs 
may address on-street parking pressures by requiring developers to build a certain 
quantum of parking if defined and justified locally.   

 
2g.3 The Outer London Commission’s investigation into residential parking standards 

concluded that it is important to keep the integrity of the restraint-based 
framework of maximum parking standards for general application for London as a 
whole in that it provides coherence and benefits for both boroughs and 
developers, and recommended that references to them in the London Plan be 
kept13

.   However, it confirmed London Plan paragraph 0.16H (on the Mayor’s 
intention to review parking standards in outer London), Policy 2.8 (Outer London: 
transport) and Policy 6.13 in flagging the need for a distinct approach to 
implementation of London-wide parking policy in parts of Outer London. 

 
2g.4 The Commission investigated minimum standards and found that there was a 

significant difference of opinion on incorporating these within the London Plan.  
Some boroughs believed that a minimum would lead to an over provision of spaces 
and would affect the delivery of housing, whereas others felt that there are 
circumstances where minimum standards could be applied locally, particularly in 
negotiations with developers where the pan-London restraint based approach 
does not always allow boroughs and developers to fully reflect local issues.  

 
2g.5 The Commission concluded that a workable and justifiable compromise would be 

that a reference to minimum standards should be included in the text supporting 
Policy 6.13 to allow boroughs to set these locally in light of local need or overspill 
pressures and recommends accordingly14. 

 
2g.6 A methodology for determining a higher level of provision is set out in the minor 

alterations at Policy 6.13Ee (as amended by suggested change PSC1).   
 
2g.7 An outer London borough should demonstrate that they have actively considered 

more generous standards for housing development in areas with low public 
transport accessibility (generally PTALs 0-1), and that they have: 
 

 taken into account current and projected pressures for on-street parking and 
their bearing on all road users, 

 taken into account the criteria set out in paragraph 39 of the NPPF, and 

 applied the advice set out in paragraphs 6.42i, 6.42j (as amended by 
suggested change PSC2) and 6.42k. 

 
2g.8 The resultant proposed higher level of parking provision would be tested at an 

examination in public when the relevant borough brought forward an appropriate 

                                                           
13 Outer London Commission fourth report: residential parking standards, OLC May 2015, paragraph 5.2.1 
14 ibid, paragraphs 5.2.2 and 5.2.3  
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development plan document.  Where local evidence existed to justify a higher 
standard it would be found sound.  Where there was insufficient evidence, it 
would not be found sound.  

 
2g.9 This process is already set out in the London Plan’s existing paragraph 6.45, which 

supports the provisions of Policy 6.13 clause Ec and clause Ed on car parking 
flexibility in town centres with vitality/viability issues and regeneration needs, and 
for office development in outer London.  These elements of Policy 6.13 are 
unchanged through these minor alterations 

 
2g.10 Paragraph 6.45 states “if outer London boroughs wish to adopt a more generous 

standard this should be done via a DPD to allow TfL and the GLA to assess the 
impact of such a change on the wider transport network (see Policy 6.3) and on air 
quality.”   

 
 
2h  How would decision-makers assess how much weight to place on ‘the 

extent to which public transport might be provided in the future’ 
(paragraph 6.42k)? 

 
2h.1 London Plan Table 6.1 Indicative list of transport schemes gives details of 

numerous transport schemes and proposals on which the Mayor will work with all 
relevant partners to bring forward over the lifetime of the Plan, as set out in Policy 
6.1 Strategic Approach and Policy 6.4 Enhancing London’s transport connectivity. 

 
2h.2 In terms of public transport, Table 6.1 lists known rail, tube, DLR, Tramlink, bus 

and bus transit proposals.  Policy 6.2 Providing public transport capacity and 
safeguarding land for transport, calls on boroughs to not prejudice the delivery of 
these schemes in their determination of planning applications, and via their DPDs 
to ensure that sufficient land is safeguarded to enable delivery of the transport 
schemes.  

 
2h.3 The supporting text in paragraph 6.12 advises that “Boroughs who have all or part 

of any of the transport schemes identified in table 6.1 of the Plan in their area 
should check their status with TfL before they bring forward relevant DPDs so 
they can assess what degree of safeguarding they should put in their plans.”  .  

 
2h.4 Supplementing the high level detail given in Table 6.2 and Map 6.1 Major 

transport schemes, Transport for London’s Business Plan sets out TfL’s investment 
priorities for the next decade.  The Business Plan it is updated annually and sets 
out programme and delivery timelines for identified transport schemes in greater 
detail than is appropriate for the London Plan. 

 
2h.5 Additionally, in his answer to question d of this matter, the Mayor sets out how 

TfL’s online WebCAT tool allows users to calculate ‘future scenario’ PTALs that 
take account of committed and funded public transport investment (eg Crossrail, 
the Thameslink Programme, the Northern line extension) and future bus provision.  
TfL’s statement gives further details. 

 
2h.6 Thus outer London authorities have ready access to accurate and up to date 

information on planned public transport provision for their areas.  Outer London 
boroughs already work closely with TfL with regard to network changes and 
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planned investment, and developers, applicants and planning officers are able to 
determine the nature of future public transport provisions pertinent to individual 
residential development proposals.   This information will be presented to 
decision-makers when they determine planning applications 

 
2h.7 In placing weight on the extent to which public transport might be provided in the 

future, a decision maker will need to take account of the extent to which relevant 
future provision is programmed, committed/funded or under implementation. 

 
 
2i  How would CPZs contribute to reducing the potential for overspill 

parking and congestion and improve safety and amenity (paragraph 
6.42k)? 

 
2i.1 New supporting paragraph 6.42j, proposed through the Parking Standards MALP, 

advises outer London boroughs, when considering whether to apply more 
generous standards, to give consideration to the impact of on-street parking 
measures such as CPZs which may also help reduce the potential for overspill 
parking and congestion, and improve safety and amenity. 

 
2i.2 In London, controlled parking zones (CPZs) are instigated and managed as traffic 

management measures by London boroughs, and are introduced following local 
consultation.  CPZs are intended to manage competing pressures for limited 
parking supply in areas of high parking demand.  The Mayor’s Transport Strategy 
offers continued support to the introduction of CPZs where boroughs consider 
they would be beneficial15. 

 
2i.3 CPZs make provision for essential long-stay parking by introducing permit bays for 

residents and for essential business car users.  Visitors to residents can obtain 
permits for the duration of their stay, while short-term visitors to businesses can 
park in pay and display bays. 

 
2i.4 In outer London CPZs are at present likely to be located in town centres and the 

vicinity of rail and tube stations.  For example, Merton Council (in outer London) 
considers introducing CPZs in areas suffering from parking congestion to help 
reduce traffic, make it easier for local people to park and to make streets cleaner, 
safer and more accessible.  Merton gives CPZ priority to areas suffering parking 
problems usually created by commuters driving to a station to use the train or 
tram to complete their journey. The council notes that commuter parking takes 
place in residential areas making it impossible for local residents and their visitors 
to park anywhere near their homes.  In Merton requests for a CPZ have to be 
supported by petitions and individual requests from ward councillors before 
proposals are drawn up and consulted on16. 

 
2i.5 CPZs are more widespread in central and inner London, and are an acknowledged 

component of traffic management. In outer London they have less support.  The 
Outer London Commission’s fourth report noted a low political appetite for and 

                                                           
15 Mayor’s Transport Strategy, Mayor of London May 2010, paragraph 5.26.5 
16 Controlled parking zones changes and consultations.  Merton Council website 
http://www.merton.gov.uk/transport-streets/parking/cpz/cpz_consultations-2.htm  

http://www.merton.gov.uk/transport-streets/parking/cpz/cpz_consultations-2.htm
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various other difficulties associated with the introduction of CPZs, including 
resourcing.17   

 
2i.6 However, the Commission also noted that, once implemented, resident-led CPZs 

in outer London are viewed as an effective and worthwhile measure in managing 
parking demand.18   

 
2i.7 Robust, as opposed to anecdotal, evidence of the impact of CPZs on local 

communities is difficult to come by for outer London.  Southwark Council (an 
inner London borough) sets out the following benefits of CPZs19: 

 

 more parking spaces for local residents and businesses by preventing 
commuter and long stay parking  

 prioritised parking for different types of motorists, eg residents, disabled 
visitors, goods delivery companies, motorcycles, businesses  

 reduced congestion – existing CPZs already reduce the number of vehicles 
driving into or passing through Southwark  

 greater opportunity for resident's visitors to park close to their destination, 
especially useful for trades persons  

 improved journey times for buses and greater reliability about delivery slots  

 road safety improved by designating where it is safe to park and where it is not  

 cleaner air by deterring non-essential car journeys, noise levels improve too  

 reducing the impact of new developments on existing communities by 
preventing future occupiers from entitlement to a parking permit  

 assisting businesses who deliver services and goods by making available a 
business parking permit  

 more customer parking spaces by encouraging turnover of vehicles near to 
shops rather than the street being blocked all day  

 improved public realm as less dominance of the street by cars  

 promoting sustainable travel by encouraging motorists to think about using an 
alternative to the car – walking or cycling may be quicker and easier 

 
2i.8 Southwark Council also illustrates the impact of CPZs with a series of ‘before and 

after’ photographs20.  These show a significant difference in the number of parked 
vehicles and indicate potential safety benefits arising from improved sightlines for 
both road users and pedestrians.  

 
2i.9 The Mayor acknowledges that CPZs have less support in outer London than in 

inner London.  However, where existing CPZs have been successfully introduced, 
new paragraph 6.42j enables boroughs to give consideration to their impact on 
overspill parking, congestion and road safety when deciding whether or not to 
apply more generous parking standards to residential development proposals.  

                                                           
17 Outer London Commission Fourth Report (Part One), Residential Parking Standards, OLC May 2015, 
paragraph 4.2.8 
http://www.london.gov.uk/olc/2015/docs/2015/OLC%20Fourth%20Report%20Part%201.pdf  
18 Ibid, paragraph 4.2.9 
19 How could a controlled parking zone help my street? Southwark Council website 
http://www.southwark.gov.uk/info/200140/parking_projects/806/can_a_cpz_help  
20 Before and after photos of existing controlled parking zones, Southwark Council website 
http://www.southwark.gov.uk/info/200140/parking_projects/806/can_a_cpz_help  
 

http://www.london.gov.uk/olc/2015/docs/2015/OLC%20Fourth%20Report%20Part%201.pdf
http://www.southwark.gov.uk/info/200140/parking_projects/806/can_a_cpz_help
http://www.southwark.gov.uk/info/200140/parking_projects/806/can_a_cpz_help
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2j  Is there any evidence that the Mayor’s approach to parking standards 
would lead to: 

 
(i) a negative impact on the number of new dwellings delivered;  
(ii) a lower quality of urban design;  
(iii) a decline in air quality; 
(iv) a reduction in physical activity levels and/or the widening of health 

inequalities; or  
(v) an increase in car ownership which may have consequences for inner 

London Boroughs?   
 
If such evidence exists, how would the Mayor address these issues? 

 
(i) A negative impact on the number of new dwellings delivered? 

2j.1 The Outer London Commission’s fourth report assesses the possible implications 
of the Minor Alterations’ increased parking flexibility on outer London residential 
parking provision.  On a worst case scenario, it is suggested that the land take 
from additional parking in all of the area covering PTAL 0-1 in outer London 
might in aggregate equate to 5.8ha or 260 dwellings per year.21  

 
2j.2 The Commission considered three sources of base data for this exercise – the 

SHLAA 2015-2015 (1,630 dwellings pa in PTALs 0-1); average approvals from 
2004 (6,300 dpa) and average completions (2,400 dpa).  The SHLAA data was 
considered to be unrepresentative as it did not include site specific information for 
developments of less than 0.25 ha (which London-wide account for c25%of 
capacity).  The approvals data was thought unlikely to represent actual outcomes 
– London-wide only 50% translate to completions.  Annual average completions in 
Outer London PTALs 0-1 over the decade from 2004 were therefore used for the 
central projection. 

 
2j.3 The Commission reviewed the level of parking provision associated with these 

completions and found that 45% had 0-1.5 spaces/unit; 48% had 1.5- 2 
spaces/unit and 6% had over 2 spaces/unit).  It also noted that 23% of schemes 
did not appear to be ‘policy compliant’.   Partly in light of the mixed views of 
developers on whether or not higher levels of parking would actually be provided 
it was thought that, for scenario testing purposes, a reasonable assumption was 
that at least 0.5 additional places/unit might be provided in future under a more 
liberal parking regime, and that, as a maximum, on average, an extra full space 
might be provided.  An average of 1.8 per dwelling are provided already, with 
higher levels of provision (2 or more spaces/dwelling) skewed strongly towards 
small sites (less than 10 units) which together represent only 27% of completions. 

 
2j.4 To allow for turning circles/access it was considered reasonable to make provision 

for 19-24 sq m per space and to assume that development density (45 dph) might 
approximate to that commonly found in this type of location – both higher and 
lower densities are possible under London Plan policy.  

 

                                                           
21Outer London Commission Fourth Report (Part One), Residential Parking Standards, OLC May 2015, 
paragraph 4.4.14 
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2j.5 The Commission applied these assumptions to borough level completions data 
which showed that the local impact of such levels of parking liberalisation were 
likely to be very dispersed, ranging from aggregate nominal capacity for a 
maximum of 33 homes pa in Hillingdon to 5 each in Kingston and Haringey.  The 
geographic distributions of the different scenarios are shown in the Commission’s 
report and were summarised at the EIP technical seminar. 

 
2j.6 The realities of development suggests that this is not a significant constraint on 

overall housing delivery in these areas.  Basement parking is not generally 
considered to be viable in outer London areas with low PTALs, thus the additional 
parking that is expected to be delivered as a result of these alterations would be 
surface parking, or at best undercroft parking.  At an individual site level, however, 
it is possible for increased parking provision to be designed into a scheme without 
impacting on the number of dwellings provided.  It is also possible that increasing 
parking provision will make sites more viable to some developers, facilitating 
higher levels of provision.   

 
(ii) A lower quality of urban design? 

2j.7 Underprovision of parking can lead to inappropriate parking on grass verges and 
play space which can  have a negative impact on environmental quality.  Poorly 
designed off-street parking can affect the layout and building lines of urban areas.  
Large areas of off-street car parking can be land-hungry and unattractive.  When 
unoccupied, they can be bleak and windswept. When in use, the space is 
dominated by parked cars. 

 
2j.8 Well-designed off-street parking can, however, contribute positively to the street 

scene.  Close attention to detail should ensure that parking is made as easy to use 
as possible, and that residents and visitors will make good use of it and 
discouraged from parking on the street. Depending on building densities, off-
street parking can be provided within individual properties’ building lines, in 
undercrofts and/or internal courtyards.  It can be fully integrated into the 
development and designed to also accommodate cycle parking.  It can be softened 
with carefully chosen planting together with aesthetically pleasing surfaces which 
should respect local palettes and be designed using a Sustainable Urban Drainage 
System (SuDS) approach to minimise surface water runoff (see London Plan Policy 
5.13 Sustainable drainage).   

 
2j.9 Further details of the positive advice and guidance that can be provided to 

developers is given in Transport for London’s statement on this matter  
 

(iii) A decline in air quality? 

2j.10 It is acknowledged that, at a high level, these Alterations will result in a small 
increase in air pollutant emissions.  The Outer London Commission report 
considers this issue at in paragraphs 4.2.17-4.2.18.  The Parking Standards Minor 
Alteration IIA assesses this as a non-significant negative impact at strategic level.   

 
2j.11 At the technical seminar, Transport for London presented the modelling work that 

was undertaken to inform the Parking Standards MALP IIA22.  This suggests that a 
small negative change in air quality of approximately 0.5% for all pollutant 

                                                           
22 http://www.london.gov.uk/sites/default/files/MALP%20techsem%20PARKING%20Final.pdf  

http://www.london.gov.uk/sites/default/files/MALP%20techsem%20PARKING%20Final.pdf
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emissions across all boroughs may occur as a result of the Minor Alterations to the 
parking standards.  TfL’s statement on this matter goes into considerable detail on 
the modelling methodology and assumptions. 

 
2j.12 For technical reasons, TfL’s modelling assumes a ‘worst case’ scenario of no 

mitigation taking place – either at scheme level or Londonwide.  At individual 
development level, decision makers will need to take account of London Plan 
Policy 7.14 (Air quality) which requires proposals to be at least air quality neutral 
and not lead to a further deterioration in existing poor air quality, and of NPPF 
paragraph 39 on reducing the use of high emission vehicles.  At the Londonwide 
level, TfL expects the Ultra Low Emission Zone (to be implemented from 2020) to 
decrease NOx emissions by around 50%.  Taken together, these policy 
requirements and interventions are likely to reduce considerably the air quality 
impact of the Minor Alterations.   

 
2j.13 It is understood that, legally, it is not correct to say that the air quality impact of 

the Minor Alterations is contrary to either EU or UK law.  The proposed Alterations 
contemplate a possible relaxation of residential car parking standards in limited 
areas.  It would be for the relevant outer London borough as planning authority to 
decide whether a more flexible approach should be adopted in its area or in 
relation to a particular planning application, having regard to all relevant 
considerations. 

 
2j.14 This would include the potential effect on air quality which would have to be 

assessed and mitigated as appropriate, having regard to all material factors, 
including compliance with EU air quality requirements and the implications for 
human health.  If a relaxation of parking policy appears to have significant adverse 
implication for air quality, this would be a material consideration to be considered 
by the relevant outer London borough, and MALP does not preclude that.   

 
(iv)  A reduction in physical activity levels and/or the widening of health 
inequalities? 

2j.15 The Parking Standards MALP IIA notes that an increased provision of car parking 
is likely to result in at least some additional car journeys and less walking and 
cycling by some outer London residents, though the extent is uncertain. The IIA 
refers to TfL modelling which suggests an increase of c.0.8% in car trips over 24 
hours, together with a decrease of 0.3% in walking, cycling and public transport 
use.   

 
2j.16 It is acknowledged that a correlation exists between car availability and reduced 

physical activity23.  The Outer London Commission considers this issue in its fourth 
report at paragraphs 4.2.15-4.2.16, and discusses the negative impacts of car use 
on health. 

 

                                                           
23 Improving the health of Londoners: transport action plan, Transport for London 2014. 
https://tfl.gov.uk/cdn/static/cms/documents/improving-the-health-of-londoners-transport-action-
plan.pdf  
Health Impacts of Cars in London, Mayor of London September 2015 
https://www.london.gov.uk/sites/default/files/Health_Impact_of_Cars_in_London-Sept_2015_Final.pdf  

 

http://www.tfl.gov.uk/cdn/static/cms/documents/improving-the-health-of-londoners-transport-action-plan.pdf
https://tfl.gov.uk/cdn/static/cms/documents/improving-the-health-of-londoners-transport-action-plan.pdf
https://tfl.gov.uk/cdn/static/cms/documents/improving-the-health-of-londoners-transport-action-plan.pdf
http://www.london.gov.uk/sites/default/files/Health_Impact_of_Cars_in_London-Sept_2015_Final.pdf
https://www.london.gov.uk/sites/default/files/Health_Impact_of_Cars_in_London-Sept_2015_Final.pdf
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2j.17 Because of the relatively small projected increase in car trips and decreases in 
walking, cycling and public transport use, in strategic terms, the IIA concludes that 
the proposed Minor Alterations will have a minor negative effect.  This is tempered 
by its other conclusion that increased mobility may have a beneficial effect on 
social inclusion and mental health – to which it assigns a minor positive effect.     

 
2j.18 It is noted that in setting residential parking standards and considering the parking 

aspects of planning applications for residential development, outer London 
boroughs must take account of national planning policy and guidance on health 
and wellbeing, and of London Plan Policy 3.2 Improving health and addressing 
health inequalities.   

 
2j.19 As with the issue of air quality (see paragraph 2j.14 above), if a relaxation of 

parking policy appears to have significant adverse health implication, this would 
be a material consideration to be considered by the relevant outer London 
borough.  The Parking Standards Minor Alterations do not preclude this.   

 
(v) An increase in car ownership which may have consequences for inner London 
Boroughs? 

2j.20 Transport for London’s statement on this matter discusses the complex 
relationship between parking provision and car ownership, and between car 
ownership and car use.  In addition, the number of car trips into Inner London 
from Outer London will be influenced by many factors – the nature and 
accessibility of public transport alternatives, the availability of destination parking, 
congestion levels at the destination, land use changes at destinations making 
them more/less attractive – which are outside the scope of this Alteration.     

 
2j.21 TfL’s modelling concludes that some of the expected additional trips arising from 

the Minor Alterations will take place in inner London, potentially adding to 
congestion and poor air quality, but notes that any additional trips resulting from 
these Alterations would be so small in the scale of current and projected increases 
in trips and vehicle kilometres (vkm) that the impact would be minimal.  

 
2j.22 By 2031 it is estimated that there will be around 88m vkm across London, 

generated by 9.7m car person trips. The modelling estimates that the increase in 
inner and central London arising from the Minor Alterations will be 15,000 and 
2,000 vkm respectively. This is a 0.2 per cent increase in vkm in inner London and 
0.2 per cent increase in vkm in central London, but less than 0.02 per cent of all 
vkm in London and less than 10 per cent of all the vkm associated with this policy 
change.  The Mayor does not consider this to be significant. 

 
If such evidence exists, how would the Mayor address these issues? 

2j.23 The London Plan is prepared on an approach of plan-monitor-manage (see 
paragraphs 88 to 8.10, London Plan 2015).  This approach applies to all policy 
areas, not just those being addressed through this Minor Alteration.  Policy 
performance is monitored by 24 Key Performance Indicators (KPIs) set out in 
Table 8.2.  

 
2j.24 Section 346 of the Greater London Authority (GLA) Act 1999 places a duty on the 

Mayor to monitor the implementation of the Mayor’s London Plan.  The Annual 
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Monitoring Report (AMR) is the central document in the monitoring process and 
assessing the effectiveness of the London Plan.   

 
2j.25 If negative impacts emerged via the KPIs the Mayor could bring forward further 

Alterations to mitigate/eliminate those negative impacts.   
 
 


