
London Plan MALP draft changes - submission by P051 
London Forum's comments on 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 (para 29) and that achieving the fullest 
possible use of public transport, walking and cycling should be 

supported (para 17).  
 

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:  
 

a. Do the Mayor’s proposed alterations (with regard to Parking 
Standards) appropriately reflect the national advice referred 

to in the introductory paragraph above?  

 

No – NPPF para 39 delegates “local parking standards” to be 
ultimately determined by local planning authorities, which in London 

means the London Boroughs.  

 

The London Plan sets residential parking standards for Greater London 

(in Table 6.2: Car Parking Standards) expressed as maximum 
standards, which provide for a range of provision up to the maximum 

for that housing type, with the amount in each case to be decided by 
the local planning authority.  

 

Each London Borough is required to conform generally to the London 

Plan standards, which provides sufficient flexibility for a Borough to 
vary the standards in their Local Plan, taking account of all the matters 

set out in Paragraph 39 of the NPPF. Likewise at the planning 
application level the Borough can choose the appropriate level of 

parking taking into account these same matters and any 
considerations that are specific to the site. A London Borough can 

amend these standards to their local circumstances where they can 
justify this. London Forum considers that fine tuning of residential 

parking policies should be done at the local level rather than trying 

identify areas for varying the policy, let alone promoting or forcing 
Boroughs to provide more off-street parking. 



The London Forum, therefore, considers that the proposed alterations 

to the London Plan standards are entirely unnecessary given the 
flexibility that exists in the planning system to fine tune the standards 

at the Local Plan level, if justified, and to take a more responsive 
approach at the application level that it is tailored to the local 

circumstances. 

 

Paragraph 39 promotes a localist approach to setting local parking 

standards – based on local circumstances. This would suggest that the 
current exercise is otiose, smacks of Government interference, which 

is the antithesis of localism, and has led to over-prescriptive policy 

changes.     

 

The need for the proposed changes does not appear to be based on 

any hard evidence. The issue was debated at a meeting of the Greater 
London Assembly’s Planning Committee on 16 June 2015. Assembly 

Members raised local examples from Barking and Croydon where off-
street parking provision for larger housing units did not match the 

local need because the local planning authority had insisted on parking 
standards considerably below the maximum in the relevant planning 

standards. In these circumstances the problem was not that relevant 

London Plan maximum standard was too constraining, but that the 
local planning authority was not using the full range of flexibility within 

the appropriate standard. If indeed there is a need to change the 
maximum standard to meet local circumstances, which we question, 

this can more appropriately be achieved through the Local Plan. The 
whole of these proposals seem to be anecdote rather than evidence-

driven and top-down, rather than locally driven.  

 

The London Forum, therefore, considers that these changes do not 

“appropriately reflect the national advice” in paragraph 39 of the NPPF 

which strongly advocates a localist approach to fine-tuning residential 
parking standards. 

 

In saying this, the London Forum does not wish to criticise the effort 
that GLA/TfL have put into this exercise to respond to the former 

Secretary of State’s particular interest, but considers that the 
Secretary of State has misdirected himself. Those London Boroughs 

who might support the changes may not know how to or do not have 
confidence in their own ability to propose locally-relevant standards as 

advocated by the NPPF and are still relying on the GLA to provide the 

hand-holding, top-down fine-tuning that is the antithesis of localism.  



We consider this current exercise as a waste of everybody’s time and 

effort, when the real effort and best use of the GLA London Plan 
Team’s limited resources would be best spent on preparing for and 

undertaking the next review of the London Plan, as recommended by 
the Inspector of the FALP who wrote in his paragraph 57:  

“The Mayor has committed to a review of the London Plan in 2016, but 
I do not consider that London can afford to wait until then and 

recommend that a review commences as soon as possible as the FALP 
is adopted in 2015 (IRC3)”. The FALP was adopted in March 2015 and 

the last six months should have been spent in responding to this 
recommendation. 

 

This, largely unnecessary, Minor Alterations Review will have delayed 
the review of the Plan as a whole by at least a year. 

 

The London Forum urges the MALP EiP Inspector to question the 

necessity for these changes. 

 

b. Has the Mayor achieved the correct balance between car 

parking provision and sustainable means of movement?  

 

No – the proposal would have the effect of requiring additional off-
street parking for new housing to enable cars to be parked off-street, 

but only if owners choose to. It would require additional land per 
dwelling, especially if provided at each individual house/flat. This 

greater land take would reduce densities.  

 

The effect of this would to: 

 encourage greater car ownership by accommodating more cars 

 reduce the potential customer base for bus routes 

 encourage, indeed require, greater car use to access jobs, town 
centres, education, shopping and leisure due to lack of support 

for buses 

 reduce support for local shops and services 

 discourage walking to local shops and services 

 

These changes may not be very great – it will depend on how viable 

and robust these local services are – but these are all pressures in the 
wrong direction. It is also the opposite to the general direction of 

travel, which is to raise densities especially in Outer London. 



 

c. Is the evidence in the Integrated Impact Assessment Report 

on Parking Standards (IIA) sufficiently robust?  

 

Capturing the benefits: 

The key issues in the IIA are dependent on whether the benefits of this 

proposed policy would actually be achieved. If the primary benefit is 
defined in terms of improving local amenity by getting cars off the 

street, then they will only be achieved if there are complementary 
mitigating measures taken to secure these benefits. TfL were quite 

clear that no mitigating measures were applied in their modeling of the 
impact. In the other hand, they have not made clear that securing the 

benefits will be highly dependent on on-street parking control – but 
even that may be defeated if the amount of on-street residents’ 

parking is not less than the current level of usage. 

 

The critical issue is whether residents would actually use off-street 
parking provision if there were no restraint measures (such as a CPZ) 

to encourage them to take their vehicle(s) off the street. Experience 
with garages, carports or forecourts is that they may, in practice, be 

used for other purposes or just left unused due the relative ease of 
parking on the road. Garages provided at great expense and involving 

additional land take, are frequently used for storage or additional 
residential accommodation rather than to house cars. 

 

The London Forum considers that if there is no guarantee that the 

amenity benefits can be delivered without further mitigation measures 
(eg CPZs), then the framework for summarising the outcomes in terms 

of benefits and disbenefits in policy terms will be denuded of the main 
driver of this policy alteration.  

 

Impact of increased landtake on the cost of housing: 

A significant issue which is “lost” in the IIA is the impact of the 

additional landtake on the price of housing where households who are 
struggling just to afford a new home, are obliged to buy more off-

street parking space that they want or can afford. Has the impact of 
these requirements been explored in terms of house prices?  

 

Table 6.1 of the IIA, however, suggests that the parking standards 

would contribute positively to the objective for housing.  That is 
unlikely due to the extra land costs of more surface parking spaces or 



very high extra build costs of underground parking. Those additional 

costs would result in fewer homes delivered (as the IIA confirms on 
page 22), in higher sale or rental prices for homes and would reduce 

the viability for developers that could lead to them negotiating out of 
delivering the expected quantity of affordable homes. The latter would 

have an adverse effect on equalities, yet the IIA shows a positive 
contribution for that key area because it covers only mobility issues.  

The IIA does not seem capable of dealing with the “big picture” policy 
outcomes – the affordability of housing in London and whether 

additional off-street parking is the final straw when people can barely 
afford the housing, let alone multiple car ownership. This places an 

unfair and unnecessary burden on those households who do not want 
or need this quantity of off-street parking. This was the problem – 

albeit outside London – where the cost of the off-street parking due to 
high minimum parking standards was raising price barrier for new 

home buyers. In London this would be even more critical. 

 

Are any of the minor negative impacts referred to in the IIA of 
significance in the overall balance of issues? 

 

The minor negative impacts in the IIA that are of significance are:  
 the additional land take limiting the overall amount of 

development (p20&22),  
 local businesses will find it harder to survive and business start-

ups will not be encouraged (p22),  

 greater potential for road congestion which has a negative effect 
on the economy (p23),  

 additional car parking spaces will have an impact on the layout 
and design of housing (p24),  

 private vehicle being the most convenient and therefore the 
preferred mode of travel (p24),  

 may not promote a perceived sense of sense of place held by the 
community (p24),  

 in more dense areas this option could contribute to any existing 
road congestion (p25),  

 additional car parking is likely to require a greater land take, 
leaving less room for the retention or provision of open space 

(p25),  
 additional trips can lead to increased air pollution (p25) 

 reducing the number of homes delivered per site; and 
 increasing the claims of non-viability, hence reducing the 

percentage of affordable homes for which the figure in FALP is 

already below requirement. 



 

London Forum considers that the cumulative effect of these negative 
aspects would be serious and will require London's local authorities to 

assess the local impact of each of them and the effect of several of 
them applying to any site when they determine the maximum car 

parking they would apply. If anything, this underlines the need for this 
fine-tuning to be done at the local level or even at the case level, 

where these issues can be explored. 
 

The content of the IIA is, therefore, useful guidance for them in that 
process, but what the boroughs do not need is any increase of the 

maximum car parking standards in the London Plan for them to apply 
their own suitable ranges. 

 

No evidence has been presented about where the viability threshold is 

for suburban bus services. Are the areas most likely to be affected 
already unviable or would a further reduction in density and an 

increase in car ownership and use make public transport unviable?  

 

d. Is the reliance on the public transport accessibility levels 
(PTALS) justified?  

 

Yes – PTALS are one the key elements for assessing which sites can 
support different densities of development. Density of development in 

turn supports public transport use. The residential density matrix in 

Table 3.2 of the London Plan is a powerful tool for assessing the 
appropriate density of development, with access to public transport 

and public transport capacity being a critical building block.  

 

Areas with low PTALs can only support a lower range of residential 

densities – a reduction in density and encouraging higher levels of car 
parking could result in a reduction in the amount and frequency of 

public transport and a reduced PTAL. 

 

e. Is the proposed addition to policy 6.13 C sufficiently robust?  

 

Yes 
 
 What is meant by ‘generally’ in relation to PTALs 0-1?  

 

London Forum proposes that "generally PTALs 0-1" could be replaced 

by "which are usually PTALs 0-1".  



 

Should other PTAL levels fall within the definition of a ‘low’ 
PTAL? 

NO and 6.42J suggests that a few PTAL 2 areas may have transport 
characteristics which could lead to some flexibility. 

 
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?  

 

The 'limited parts of areas within PTAL 2 are defined in 6.42j as those 

where the public transport has a certain 'orientation' which would 
mean that the destinations, directions of travel, interchangeability and 

links to desired locations for work, shopping and leisure are not 
suitable for the needs of residents of new homes. 

 
PTAL 3 is a good level of public transport accessibility and service and 

would not be relevant to the considerations in Policy 6.13. 
 

The reference to a forthcoming publication in the MALP published five 
months ago was the situation at the time. When the MALP version of 

the London Plan is published early in 2016, the reference should be to 
a document issued by that time. 

 

 

g. Is the reference to ‘minima’ in paragraph 6.42i justified?  

 

The reference to minima is suitable because boroughs may wish to 

ensure parking spaces for disabled people, for delivery and waste 

collection vehicles and for cycles are at the level they think are 
appropriate to the site. 
 
 
How would ‘higher levels of provision’ be determined? 
"Higher levels of provision" would be determined by the types of 
homes to be provided, the likely number of occupants and the 

restraining factors of local road congestion, air pollution and the best 
use of the land of each site. 

 

 



 

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)?  

The propensity to support public transport will be a function of, 
amongst other things, density. TfL should be able to assess what level 

of density might produce sufficient customers to justify a bus service. 
There should be some understanding about where the density level is 

to support different types of bus services.  

 

i.  How would CPZs contribute to reducing the potential for 
overspill parking and congestion and improve safety and 

amenity (paragraph 6.42k)?  

 

Even if more off-street parking spaces were included in new housing, 

people will still try to park on the street, although frequent pavement 

crossovers and the associated increase in yellow lines might be a 
disincentive to on-street parking. There should be TfL research that 

identifies take-up of off-street space where there is no CPZ and 
whether CPZs are essential to the use of off-street spaces. However, 

the hours of parking control do not usually prevent overnight parking. 

 

If the whole purpose of this exercise is move residents’ cars off the 

street, then CPZs will be essential to overcome the convenience-driven 
approach which shapes parking behavior.  

 

CPZs are usually implemented in Outer London following demand from 

established residents if new development makes it more difficult to 
find parking space in local streets.  When implemented, CPZs would 

result in residents using their off road parking space, if possible, but 
the charges for resident on-street parking would make many 

established householders without such facilities to seek to have 
parking in their front gardens which has an adverse effect on the 

public realm and on water run-off in rain storms which overloads 
sewer systems. 

 

There is no assessment of the wider impact on amenity in the local 

area if other residents start creating off-street parking at existing 
properties. It would appear that the original proponent of these 

changes failed to understood the wider effects – and nor are they 
picked up by the IIA. 



 

j. 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 

 

YES, if boroughs are influenced by the unnecessary changes to the 

London Plan on parking to allow more off-street parking than would be 
reasonable or than they would usually apply, it would result in lower 

densities and fewer homes, as the IIA states. 

 

(ii) a lower quality of urban design 

 

YES, because the appearance of parking areas adversely affects the 

public realm, as does the reduction in open space for public use, as in 

the IIA. Also the developer might reduce the quality of the homes to 
be delivered to maintain profit margins or to provide any affordable 

housing, if the build costs are increased by extra parking provision. If 
CPZs were introduced to secure the amenity of less cars parked on the 

street, the knock-on effect may be for owners of existing housing to 
seek to provide front-garden parking, much of which will be poor 

design.  

  

(iii) a decline in air quality 

 

CERTAINLY and the IIA identifies the probability of poorer air quality 

from extra cars on the roads, as above in response to question c. 
There would be even more decline in air quality if the extra number of 

cars resulting from more parking provision led to road congestion. 

 

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

 

YES, as identified in the IIA. 

 

(v) an increase in car ownership which may have consequences 
for Inner London Boroughs?  

 
YES, because more car owners in Outer London would result in more 

car trips to places in Inner and Central London on the basis of 



convenience for the driver and passengers and to avoid public 

transport costs. Trips would be more likely into Inner London because 
there would be more places that people with cars want to visit within 

one small area than in Outer London. Overloading of local parking 
facilities in Inner London as a result of more people commuting 

inwards by car would result in increased parking charges to reduce the 
demand which would be detrimental to local shops and services 

depending on nearby residents making short car trips. 
 

The Mayor should address these issues by increasing the range, types 
and frequency of public transport.  

 
CONCLUSION 

 
London Forum, therefore considers that the Mayor should avoid 

creating these problems by not making the MALP changes to parking 

standards that are in the March 2015 FALP version of the London Plan. 
 


