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2(c) 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? 
 
The evidence provided in the IIA is insufficiently robust to support such a significant departure 
in policy. The evidence provided in the IIA underestimates the impact of the policy. 
 
The conclusion regarding the number of car journeys that will be created is under-inflated, 
based on an ill-justified assumption regarding the relationship between car ownership and car 
usage. IIA paragraph 4.9 references two case studies by Berkley Homes which suggest no 
correlation between the two, but acknowledges these studies are of little value due to their 
extremely limited scope. This paragraph also notes that “evidence from TfL and others paints a 
complex picture. There is too little academic literature which examines the relationship between 
car ownership and car usage, but what evidence does exist does not support TfL’s assumptions. 
For example, TfL need only look at its own statistics to find that both car use and car ownership 
are lower in inner London than in outer London. In some respect, this discussion misses the 
point: if residents live in developments with low levels of public transport accessibility yet high 
levels of car parking, they are more likely to become car dependent and will need to use their 
cars. 
 
The IIA also underestimates the quantum of development that will be lost as a result of an 
increased land take for car parking. The IIA even suggests that the proposed alterations could 
be implemented in a way which ensures “the land take for car parking has no significant effect 
on the quantum of development delivered”1. It is unexpected that the types of developments 
delivered will make it viable for parking to be provided underground; therefore, land which is 
taken for parking is land which could have been used to provide additional units or other 
important amenities such as open space. The IIA asks if the proposed alternation will make the 
best use of scarce land resources. Given that parking is one of the lowest density land uses, the 
answer must clearly be no. 
 
In addition to these underestimates, the IIA raises concerns that should prevent the proposed 
alteration from going forward. In particular we are concerned that the proposed alteration 
dismisses the IIA’s warning that there will be an increase in greenhouse gas emissions as a result 
of increased use of fuel and congestion2. We note that, as a result of the recent Supreme Court 
air pollution case ruling, the UK is now required to produce an Air Quality Strategy by the end 
of the year in order to meet EU legal limits of NO23. Given this context, it is unreasonable to 
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consider any policy change which will, at the GLA’s own admission, result in an increase in 
greenhouse gas emissions, especially when London is currently not expected to meet its limits 
until at least 20314. 
 
Finally, we note that each of the conclusions in the IIA’s Sustainability Appraisal must be 
questioned because it is based on the “preferred option”, yet the proposed alterations as 
written are actually more akin to the first “alternative option”5. The preferred option is 
described as “amend the residential car parking policy to enable a more flexible approach in 
areas of PTALs 0-1” whilst the first alternative option is to “amend the car parking policy to 
enable a more flexible approach in areas of PTALs 0-2/3 in Outer London”. The proposed 
alternations, however, fall somewhere in middle. Although the new guidance is meant to apply 
to areas of outer London with low public transport accessibility, that accessibility is described as 
“generally PTALs 0-1”6 but the document makes clear that it would also be acceptable to apply 
it with PTAL 27. This means that the IIA did not in fact consider the actual scenarios in which 
the proposed alterations will be applied. If it had done so, there would have been more 
frequent findings of Minor Negative Effects and Negative Effects. The IIA is therefore not a 
robust enough evidence base to support the proposed alterations. 
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