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2(a) Do the Mayor’s proposed alterations (with regard to Parking Standards) 
appropriately reflect the national advice referred to in the introductory paragraph 
above? 
 
The proposed changes to parking policy do not reflect Government advice. The NPPF and 
NPPG encourage the development of a sustainable transport system with a mix of different 
modes. The MALP, by contrast, will encourage use of just one type of mode in areas with low 
accessibility by discouraging future investment in public transport. The changes are therefore 
unnecessary to bring the London Plan into conformity with national policy and should not be 
brought forward. 
 
The NPPF outlines a clear preference for sustainable transport1. However, the proposed 
alterations will result in excessive car parking provision, thereby balancing transport systems in 
these areas in favour of cars, not sustainable transport modes as required by NPPF 29. 
 
NPPF paragraph 39 sets out considerations which should be taken into account when setting 
parking standards for residential and non-residential development. These considerations 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 vehicles2. Whilst the first and fourth considerations are reflected in the 
proposed alterations, the remaining four are not: 
 

 type, mix, and use of development – The proposed alteration makes no reference to the 
type, mix, or use of the proposed development. In this sense, it is “type, mix, and use” 
blind, and therefore might be applied to developments inappropriately. 
 

 availability of and opportunities for public transport – The proposed alterations are 
targeted to areas based on their current PTAL level, but PTALs fail to indicate future 
transport provision. Although paragraph 6.42k does direct boroughs to take account “of 
the extent to which public transport might be provided in the future”, there is no 
explanation of what future transport should be considered. Considering only those 
major infrastructure projects identified in the Indicative List of Transport Schemes 
(Table 6.1) is insufficient; consideration should also be given to increased transport 
accessibility, such as a new bus line, that could be required as a planning condition. 
 

 overall need to reduce the use of high-emission vehicles – The proposed alterations do 
not make any attempt to reduce use of high-emissions vehicles. 

                                                           
1
 NPPF paragraphs 29, 30, and 35. 

2
 NPPF paragraph 39. 
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We welcome the suggested change to proposed paragraph 6.42j directing that “authorities 
should take account of the criteria set out in paragraph 39 of the NPPF.” However, these 
considerations should be explicitly reflected in the policy and supporting text. 
 
The written ministerial statement of 25 March 2015 states that NPPF paragraph 39 should be 
considered alongside the caveat that “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 network.” We believe that 
the justification for setting car parking standards outlined in paragraphs 6.42 and 6.43 of the 
London Plan is compelling. Therefore it would be a misreading of the written ministerial 
statement to argue that it supports the weakening of maximum car parking standards in 
London.  
 
In conclusion, the proposed alterations are not required to make the London Plan 2015 
consistent with national planning policy. We therefore argue that the changes are unnecessary 
and, given their negative consequences on sustainable transport, quantum of development, 
urban design, and air pollution, amongst others, should not be carried forward. 
 


