
LBB submission to the MALP EiP Parking Standards 

-Questions 
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 
achieve the fullest possible use of public transport, walking and cycling should 
EiP of the Minor Alterations to The London Plan September 2015 be 
supported. The Planning Practice Guidance (under ‘Promoting sustainable 
transport’) and the Written Ministerial Statement dated 25th March 2015 
provide further advice on parking. 
 
Against this background: 
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a. Do the Mayor’s proposed alterations (with regard to Parking 
Standards) appropriately reflect the national advice referred to in the 
introductory paragraph above? 
 
We believe that the proposals in the MALP appropriately reflect paragraph 39 
of the NPPF. This paragraph clearly states that in addition to the need for 
transport provision to be balanced in favour of sustainable modes, the 
accessibility of the development must be taken into account by the Local 
Authority when determining how much parking a development should have.  
 
This position was reinforced in the letters dated 27 January 2015 by Brandon 
Lewis MP’s (Minister of State for Housing and Planning), which state that 
‘more parking spaces should be provided alongside new homes’ and that 
‘even in Urban areas, an insufficient number of parking spaces - which may 
be caused by maximum parking standards amongst other reasons - risk 
creating a ‘vicious cycle’ and that in a separate letter also dated 27 January 
2015 that the ‘discretionary approach’ of the NPPF ‘enables authorities to 
determine appropriate levels on a case by case basis rather than applying a 
fixed standard’.  
 
This was further reinforced by the Secretary of State Eric Pickles’ House of 
Commons Statement of 25 March 2015 in which he states: ‘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.’  
 
These two statements clearly place the onus on individual local authorities to 
determine the levels of parking they allocate to new developments, not 
regional bodies, such as the GLA, who do not have the nuanced local 
knowledge to accurately decide what level of parking a development requires. 
The parking standards included in the 2015 London Plan are too restrictive to 
allow boroughs to manage their local road network, and instead would 
increase pressure by forcing more cars to park on street, causing congestion 
and reduced parking for existing residents.  
 
Although the additional parking that boroughs would be allowed to provide 
under the MALP goes some way to addressing this, the preferred solution 
would be for the London Plan to delegate decisions relating to the level of 
provision of parking for new residential developments to boroughs. Such an 
approach would not be in contravention to paragraph 39 and would be 
supported by Brandon Lewis MP’s letters referred to above and Eric Pickles’ 



LBB submission to the MALP EiP Parking Standards 

ministerial statement that clearly states it is for individual local planning 
authorities to decide the level of parking new residential developments should 
have.   
 
Regarding the need to promote sustainable modes, allowing councils to 
provide additional off-street parking at new residential developments, does not 
necessarily mean that there will be less use of public transport, walking and/or 
cycling. Residents who own cars have to park their cars somewhere, and 
without sufficient parking, will usually be parked either on-street on the 
development or over-spill into surrounding streets. By providing sufficient 
parking to accommodate the likely number of cars residents will have, parking 
can be controlled in an orderly and controlled fashion rather than 
inappropriate parking that the low maximum levels of the London Plan 
perpetuates.   
 
Whilst Bromley is supportive of setting its own appropriate levels of parking, 
the Council is also supportive of active and passive provision of Electric 
Charging infrastructure, to encourage future use of Electric Vehicles, as well 
as other mitigating measures such as Car Club bays and secure cycle 
parking.  These measures can be used to balance the need for car parking 
with promotion of sustainable modes as is reflected in the advice relating to 
sustainable modes referred to in the NPPF.   
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d. Is the reliance on the public transport accessibility levels (PTALS) 
justified? 
 
We do not regard the use of PTALS to determine where boroughs can 
allocate additional parking as justified. While PTALs measure the walking time 
to public transport, its reliability and the number of services, they do not take 
into account the destination, and whether these are places that local residents 
need to access for work, leisure, health and education facilities.  
PTALS fail to reflect the full picture with regard to accessibility and the council 
continues to argue that PTALs should not be used as the basis for decision 
making.  
 
Boroughs know their own areas, and their communities, and are best placed 
to make decisions regarding appropriate parking levels. If however a PTAL 
based approach is to be used, then we would urge a reconsideration of the 
proposed definition of PTALS in the MALP’s suggested changes glossary. 
The MALP‘s description of PTALs as ‘detailed and accurate’ was removed 
and, as we referred to in our response to the MALP, PTALS can give 
misleading figures in relation to access to rural areas of the Borough or radial 
routes to other outer London boroughs where it can be quicker to travel to 
central London and then out again to reach destinations.  
 
Bromley notably has a number of rural areas in the south of the borough 
which are poorly served by public transport, therefore even those living in the 
higher accessibility areas of the Borough who need to travel to these rural 
areas will struggle to do so if they do not have access to a car.  
 

There are instances in Bromley where the same street has areas of both high 
and low PTALs.  The high PTAL occurring where a local bus stop experiences 
a high number of bus routes but not necessarily routes to required 
destinations.  This does not mean that the residents of a development built in 
the high PTAL location are any less likely to own the same number of cars as 
residents living a few steps further away from the bus stop in the lower PTAL 
area of the street. We would therefore urge the Mayor to find an alternative 
measure of accessibility, such as the Access to Opportunity and Services 
(ATOS) rating, which better reflects how residents of a given area are likely to 
actually travel.  
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e. 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? 
 
Policy 6.13 is not sufficiently robust due to its reference to table 6.2 which 
requires additional modification to better reflect the flexibility the MALP gives 
outer London boroughs to allocate greater levels of parking. Whilst the notes 
for table 6.2 state that ‘In outer London areas with low PTAL (generally PTALs 
0-1), boroughs should consider higher levels of provision, especially to 
address ‘overspill’ parking pressures,’ this does not make a sufficiently strong 
reference to being able to provide parking over and above the levels referred 
to in table 6.2. To make policy 6.13 more robust and provide boroughs with 
the sufficient flexibility, this note should read ‘In outer London areas with low 
PTAL (generally PTALs 0-2), boroughs should consider higher levels of 
provision than those ordinarily permitted in table 6.2, especially to address 
‘overspill’ parking pressures’.  
 
It should be for boroughs to decide what the appropriate levels of parking 
provision should be in an area, as well as to decide what their definition of low 
accessibility areas are, based on their local knowledge of the borough.  
Boroughs should not be forced to rely on the PTAL based approach. If 
however the Mayor continues with a PTAL based approach, this should be 
designed so as to provide boroughs with maximum flexibility over parking 
standards in PTALs 0-2 as well as allowing boroughs to decide which areas of 
PTAL 3 should also be considered as having a low PTAL score as part of their 
Local Plan.   
 
The definition of ‘low’ PTALS as just 0-1 does not sufficiently consider the 
often poor radial connectivity and limited destinations of public transport of 
PTAL levels 2 and 3 in outer London. Many residents of outer London, despite 
being in areas of PTAL 2 and 3, require cars to travel to rural areas of outer 
London boroughs that are either poorly or not served at all by convenient 
public transport. Therefore, the MALP should at the least be extended to 
apply a minimum of PTAL 3 but, in order to better reflect the diverse nature of 
outer London boroughs, ideally it should be left to councils to decide where 
they want to allocate higher levels of parking. 
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f. 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? 
 
Individual boroughs should be able to set out in their Local Plan. The areas 
and, if appropriate the relevant PTAL levels, of areas within it identifies it 
appropriate to set higher (or different) levels of parking. The responsibility at 
the LPA level would ensure that parking standards are locally appropriate. 
The reference to limited areas of PTAL 2 should be extended to all areas of 
PTAL 3 and for boroughs to decide which areas these should be. Compared 
to inner London, PTAL 3 areas in outer London are often small pockets that 
have the same characteristics and parking demands as surrounding areas of 
lower PTAL. By extending the flexibility to PTAL 3, the MALP would better 
reflect Brandon Lewis’ letter (10 September 2014) stating that ‘more parking 
spaces should be provided alongside new homes that families want and 
need’. 
 
It is not appropriate to refer to forthcoming publications when the content of 
these could contradict the approach recommended to be taken here. Bromley 
would continue to state that it should be for boroughs to decide the level of 
parking provision new developments should have.   
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g. Is the reference to ‘minima’ in paragraph 6.42i justified? How would 
‘higher levels of provision’ be determined? 
 
The Council has, and will continue, to argue that because of the diverse 
nature of outer London boroughs, with some wards resembling inner London 
and others often very rural in nature, that it should therefore be for boroughs 
to set the parking standards appropriate to their area. In this context, given 
that the London Plan sets out maxima standards, we welcome the clarification 
that boroughs can use minimum standards in areas of lower accessibility. 
 
Minimum standards are important in areas that are heavily car dependent by 
providing Local Authorities with the ability to ensure that developers provide 
sufficient off-street parking to avoid, as 6.42i states, ‘generating unacceptable 
pressure for on-street parking.’  
 
The ‘higher levels of provision’ should be based on local factors including the 
dependency on cars and the demand for car parking provision. If however, the 
Mayor decides to set standards, these minima should be based on 
consultation with outer London boroughs and make reference to the parking 
standards of surrounding local authorities outside of Greater London, whose 
reliance on cars and demand for parking better reflect those of rural areas of 
outer London.  
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h. 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)? 
 
Proposed major transport projects that are likely to have sufficient impact on 
the accessibility of an area to change its PTAL level are often aspirational and 
unfunded, or at best, many years from completion.  For the most part, they 
should not therefore be used to determine the allocation of parking at a 
development. Should this occur, it would mean that developments are built 
with lower levels of parking than required, until the improved to public 
transport was provided.  
 
Basing parking standards on future accessibility would leave developments 
and surrounding areas with less parking than is required for long periods of 
time. Moreover, in the event the improved public Transport was not provided, 
the development would remain with lower levels of parking than required for 
the area, causing long-term overspill issues in surrounding roads and 
increasing pressure for existing residents.   
 
It may be appropriate for future transport to be reflected in allocations of 
parking where major improvements are close to completion at an agreed 
point.  The decision on whether this major improvement should be reflected in 
the parking provision of a new nearby development should however always 
remain with the borough. To consider future public transport provision beyond 
this would clearly be contrary to the advice in the NPPF and the clarifications 
provided by Brandon Lewis’ letter and the Secretary of State’s House of 
Commons Statement that require sufficient parking to be provided for families 
alongside new homes.    
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i. How would CPZs contribute to reducing the potential for overspill 
parking and congestion and improve safety and amenity (paragraph 
6.42k)? 
 
CPZs would not provide a positive contribution to overspill parking and 
congestion created as a result of new developments. Experience of using 
CPZs shows residents often try to find the nearest free parking space outside 
of the CPZ to park to avoid having to buy a parking permit. CPZs therefore 
push the problem of lack of parking into surrounding roads, rather than 
resulting in reduced car ownership.  
 
It is Bromley’s opinion therefore that CPZs would not contribute to safety and 
amenity; but rather they would simply concentrate more parking in a smaller 
area outside of the CPZ and the development. It would also be unfair to 
impose an additional charge on existing residents for parking permits required 
to cover the cost of administering the CPZ as a result of the parking 
requirements of a new development.   
 
CPZs are also highly controversial with residents, and the use of them as a 
commonplace mitigation measure for insufficient parking at new 
developments should not be imposed on boroughs. They should not be 
viewed as an alternative to providing sufficient off-street parking. 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 


