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About Sustrans  

Sustrans is a leading UK charity enabling people to travel by foot, bike or public 

transport for more of the journeys we make every day. We work with families, 

communities, policy-makers and partner organisations so that people are able to 

choose healthier, cleaner and cheaper journeys, with better places and spaces to 

move through and live in. 

Introduction 

Before addressing the questions in the Inspector’s Final Matters, we set out, 

by way of introduction, a brief summary of our position: 

 

 Parking policy in terms of levels of provision can have significant effects 

in influencing transport choice and addressing congestion.1 In 

abolishing the restraint based approach to car parking in outer London 

low PTAL areas, the SC MALP2 is likely to result in the use of the private 

                                                 
1 Para. 6.42 of the London Plan. 

2 By referring to the SC MALP, we are referring to the Mayor’s suggested changes to the 

draft parking standards MALP. 
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vehicle being the most convenient and therefore the preferred route of 

travel compared to cycling and walking. This is inconsistent with the 

central aim of the NPPF to achieve sustainable development and 

promote sustainable modes of travel; 

 The London Plan itself notes that excessive car parking provision can 

undermine cycling, walking and public transport use.3  The SC MALP 

would adversely affect the deliverability of other policies in the London 

Plan seeking to maximise the use of sustainable transport modes (such 

as the Mini Hollands in outer London boroughs). This is particularly 

significant given the considerable potential for modal shift in outer 

London, as shown by TfL’s own analysis4. To undermine these policies 

in such circumstances is also inconsistent with the central aim of the 

NPPF.  

 Developments with more parking generate more car journeys than 

developments where less parking is provided; car owners make far 

more journeys by car than non-car owners at all times of the day. This is 

accepted by the GLA and TfL. 

 Travel by car contributes to negative externalities including air 

pollution.5 Air pollution and road congestion in the Greater London 

Area would increase if the SC MALP were adopted, as concluded by the 

Integrated Impact Assessment (IIA).  

 Against the background of UK non compliance with the European Air 

Quality Directive for the Greater London Area and out of date air quality 

plans (including the Mayor’s Air Quality Strategy 2010), the adoption 

of a strategic transport policy in the London Plan which leads to an 

increase in air pollution in the Greater London Area would be unlawful. 

 Very significant weight should be attached to the negative impacts in 

relation to air quality as shown in the IIA. To adopt the SC MALP before 

the publication of detailed new air quality plans, as required by the 

Supreme Court, would be premature. 

                                                 
3 Policy 6.13A of the London Plan. 

4 OLC4, 4.2.14 and TfL (2010), Analysis of cycling potential. London: TfL.  

5 As accepted by TfL in its consultation response to the MALP. 
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 The PTAL methodology does not reflect cycling as a ‘journey stage’ 

to reach rail destinations, despite a 58.3% increase in cycle stages since 

2003.To use PTALs as the only trigger for actively considering more 

generous car parking provision in new residential developments in 

outer London is therefore unsound and inconsistent with the NPPF. 

 The IIA does not specifically assess what is actually being proposed by 

the SC MALP6. It is not fit for purpose and any adoption of the SC MALP 

based upon the conclusions of the IIA would be unsound. 

 Given the stated importance of delivering a high proportion of new 

residential development over the period to 2036, the land take 

associated with additional parking provision for new housing would 

have a significant adverse impact on the delivery of the quantum of 

new housing required. 

 The London Plan already provides a flexible approach to car parking for 

new residential development which is consistent with national policy, as 

the evidence clearly demonstrates. No changes are therefore required. 

 

 

Responses to the Inspector’s Statement of Matters 

 

A. Do the Mayor's proposed alterations (with regard to Parking 

Standards) appropriately reflect the national advice referred to in the 

NPPF and the March 2015 planning update? 

 

NPPF 

A.1 The central aim of national policy is to achieve sustainable development.7 

Transport policies - with their economic, social and environmental impacts - 

have an important role to play in facilitating sustainable development and 

                                                 
6 The wording of the SC MALP is “generally” PTALs 0-1 and a more flexible approach “in 

some limited parts of areas within PTAL 2”. 

7 NPPF para.6-7. 
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other national policies relating to wider sustainability and health objectives.8 

This is why the Government seeks to: 

 maximise the use of sustainable transport modes;9  

 give priority to pedestrian and cycle movements;10  

 protect and exploit opportunities for the use of sustainable transport 

modes;11 and 

 balance the transport system in favour of sustainable transport 

modes.12 

 

A.2 TfL accepts that the link between land use and transport “is a 

cornerstone of sustainable development”.13 Thus any change to transport 

policies, such as the SC MALP, will have a direct impact on the central aim of 

the NPPF. The Mayor's proposed alterations do not reflect the advice in the 

NPPF set out above, for the reasons given below. 

 

A.3 There are significant opportunities for modal shift in outer London, 

especially for shorter journeys; the GLA’s and TfL’s own analysis is that 

many short car journeys made by London residents could easily be switched 

to walking or cycling; the greatest unmet potential for growth in cycling trips 

located in outer London and more than half of potentially cyclable trips are 

located in outer London.14 Despite this, the Mayor is proposing a policy change 

which would lead to more generous car parking provision for new housing in 

outer London low PTAL areas. Such an approach would: 

 

 adversely affect the deliverability of policies seeking to maximise the 

use of sustainable transport modes - in circumstances where a restraint 

                                                 
8 NPPF, para 29. 
9
 NPPF para. 34. 

10NPPF, para. 35. 
11NPPF, para. 35. 

12 NPPF, para. 29.   

13 TfL consultation response to MALP. 

14 OLC4, para. 4.2.14, p30 and TfL (2010), Analysis of cycling potential. London: TfL. 
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based car parking policy is needed in addition to policies which 

encourage modal shift; 

 promote the use of the private car; and 

 lead to an increase in car use. 

 

This is considered in more detail below. 

 

The SC MALP would adversely affect the deliverability of policies seeking to 

encourage modal shift  

A.4 Measures to encourage a shift of transport towards less polluting modes 

involve a dual approach, namely:  

 policies to deliver new walking/cycling infrastructure and promote 

demand management measures (such as car clubs) to encourage 

people to switch to more sustainable modes of movement; and 

 policies to discourage the use of the private car.  

 

Without discouraging the use of the private car (such as through maximum 

car parking standards and a restraint based approach), it will be much more 

difficult to encourage people to switch to more sustainable modes by virtue 

of policies such as those described below. 

 

A.5 Significant new cycling infrastructure, including in outer London boroughs 

will be delivered during the period of the London Plan. The Mayor's Vision for 

Cycling is a 10-year plan to deliver cycling improvements, with spending set 

to total £913m by 2022. An example of this is the Mini-Hollands programme 

which will give LB Enfield, RB Kingston and LB Waltham Forest – all outer 

London boroughs - the funding to transform local cycling facilities.  It is 

hoped that up to £100m shared between the boroughs will help make them 

as cycle-friendly as their Dutch equivalents. The Mini-Hollands will be created 

with the aim of delivering “transformational change” and provide exemplar 

facilities for cyclists  TfL has confirmed that the Mini Holland programme is to 

specifically target people who make short car journeys in outer London that 

could be cycled easily instead.  
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A.6 Very significant areas of LB Waltham Forest, LB Enfield and RB Kingston 

are categorised as PTAL 0-1/2.15  An unrestrained car parking policy in such 

areas will therefore affect large swathes of land in those boroughs and could 

affect the success of the Mini Holland programme in these boroughs. We note 

that LB Waltham Forest objects strongly to the relaxation of car parking 

standards contained in the MALP.16 

 

A.7 In addition to the Mini Hollands, a number of Cycle Superhighway and 

Quietway routes are being delivered which will pass through outer London 

boroughs. Within the Vision for Cycling budget, more than £123m is expected 

to be allocated to Quietways - a network of radial and orbital cycle route 

throughout London, providing a continuous route for cyclists. Every London 

borough will benefit from the programme and this network will complement 

other cycling initiatives such as the Central London Cycling Grid, Cycle 

Superhighways and Mini-Hollands. Sustrans has been contracted as TfL’s 

delivery agent for the Quietways programme and is working with the London 

boroughs and managing authorities to deliver seven Quietway routes by mid-

2016.17 Further routes are being scoped to be delivered as part of the 

Quietway programme. 

 

                                                 
15 See TfL PTAL maps for these boroughs online. 

https://tfl.gov.uk/cdn/static/cms/documents/waltham-forest-2012-ptals.pdf; 

https://tfl.gov.uk/cdn/static/cms/documents/enfield-2012-ptals.pdf and 

https://tfl.gov.uk/cdn/static/cms/documents/kingston-upon-thames-2012-ptals.pdf 

16 LB Waltham Forest consultation response to the MALP. 

17 •Quietway 1 - Waterloo to Greenwich (Lambeth, Southwark, Lewisham, Greenwich) 

•Quietway 2 - Bloomsbury to Walthamstow (first phase to Mare Street) (Camden, Islington, 

Hackney, Waltham Forest)  

•Quietway 3 - Regent's Park to Gladstone Park (Dollis Hill) (Westminster, Brent, Camden) 

•Quietway 4 - Clapham Common to Wimbledon (Lambeth, Wandsworth, Merton) 

•Quietway 5 - Waterloo to Croydon (Lambeth, Wandsworth, Croydon) 

•Quietway 6 - Aldgate to Hainault (phase 1 Victoria Park to Barkingside) (Tower Hamlets, 

Newham, Redbridge, Hackney, and the London Legacy Development Corporation)  

•Quietway 7 - Elephant & Castle to Crystal Palace (City, Southwark, Lambeth) 

https://tfl.gov.uk/cdn/static/cms/documents/waltham-forest-2012-ptals.pdf
https://tfl.gov.uk/cdn/static/cms/documents/enfield-2012-ptals.pdf
https://tfl.gov.uk/cdn/static/cms/documents/kingston-upon-thames-2012-ptals.pdf
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A.8 Another example is car clubs which are supported in London Plan Policies 

6.2, 6.11 and 6.13 as a means to promote sustainable travel, smooth traffic 

flow, tackle congestion and implement sustainable levels of car parking in 

developments. The TfL Travel in London report 7 (2014)18 confirms that car 

clubs arrived in London in 2003 and since then, membership and car numbers 

have increased steadily. This has been against the background of the existing 

(and long standing) restraint based car parking policies contained within the 

London Plan. Car clubs can make a real and tangible difference in managing 

the demand for parking: research by TfL shows that almost a fifth of members 

sell a car either immediately before or after joining a car club.19 A recent 

report (May 2015) of the Car Club Coalition20 concluded that London already 

has one of the largest car club markets in Europe; that the sector is innovating 

rapidly; and that there is considerable potential for growth of car clubs in 

outer London boroughs. 21  An unrestrained car parking policy in outer 

London PTAL areas will undermine the Local Plan Policies referred to above 

and fail to capitalise on this potential for the growth of car clubs in outer 

London. 

 

The SC MALP will promote the use of the private car 

A.9 The IIA suggests that the unrestrained car parking approach set out in the 

‘preferred’ option and the ‘alternative’ option “may result in the use of 

a private vehicle being the most convenient and therefore the preferred mode 

of travel compared to cycling and walking”.22  If the use of the private car is 

promoted in this way, rather than discouraged, the policies to deliver new 

cycling infrastructure and encourage more sustainable modes of travel such as 

those identified above will be undermined. 

                                                 
18 https://tfl.gov.uk/cdn/static/cms/documents/travel-in-london-report-7.pdf 

 

19 OLC4, para. 4.6.2. 

20 Representing car club operators, London Councils, the GLA, TfL and key stakeholders. 

https://tfl.gov.uk/cdn/static/cms/documents/tfl-car-club-strategy.pdf 

21 ‘A Car Club Strategy for London. Growing car clubs to support London’s transport 

future.” https://tfl.gov.uk/cdn/static/cms/documents/tfl-car-club-strategy.pdf  

22 IIA, p23-24 – appraisal of ‘Accessibility and Mobility’. 

https://tfl.gov.uk/cdn/static/cms/documents/travel-in-london-report-7.pdf
https://tfl.gov.uk/cdn/static/cms/documents/tfl-car-club-strategy.pdf
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A.10 Parking policy, in terms of levels of provision, can have significant effects 

in influencing transport choice. More restrictive parking measures can 

influence mode choice and parking is an effective demand management tool 

which discourages the use of the private car.23 

 

A.11 Furthermore, habit strongly influences choice of travel mode.24  The GLA 

report ‘Health Impacts of Cars in London’ (2015)25 confirms that drivers 

‘don’t tend to give much thought to which mode of travel they use’ and 

‘tend to be poor at perceiving the relative speed, cost or convenient of other 

transport options’. The report concludes that this helps to explain why 

people drive short distances which would be easier and quicker to travel using 

other more sustainable travel modes.26 In this regard, the setting of car 

parking standards for new residential development is a real opportunity to 

seek to change the behaviour of new (rather than existing) residents who have 

not developed habitual travel patterns. 

 

A.12 In the light of this, we respectfully suggest that it would be a mistake to 

view London Plan policies seeking to encourage modal shift, such as the 

provision of new cycling infrastructure and car clubs, as ’mitigation’ for a 

future unrestrained car parking policy, as suggested by TfL at the Technical 

Seminar27. Without a parking policy in place which seeks to discourage the 

use of the private car (through maximum car parking standards and a restraint 

based approach), it will be much more difficult to encourage people to switch 

to more sustainable modes in outer London Boroughs in low PTAL areas. 

                                                 
23 See also LB Waltham Forest consultation response to the MALP: “There is significant 

evidence that the cost and availability of car parking strongly influences households’ 

decisions to purchase and use a car.” (point 4). 

24 ‘Health Impacts of Cars in London’, GLA, September 2015, p14. 

25 http://www.london.gov.uk/sites/default/files/Health_Impact_of_Cars_in_London-

Sept_2015_Final.pdf 

26 This is against the background of over one third of all the car trips in London residents are 

less than 2km and many of these car trips could be quicker by bike or foot. 

27 Note of Technical Seminar, para. 3.16. 

http://www.london.gov.uk/sites/default/files/Health_Impact_of_Cars_in_London-Sept_2015_Final.pdf
http://www.london.gov.uk/sites/default/files/Health_Impact_of_Cars_in_London-Sept_2015_Final.pdf
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Increase in car use  

A.13 An increase in car parking space per unit leads to increased car 

ownership, as TfL research indicates.28  The TfL report on Residential Parking 

Provision in New Developments Travel in London Research Report (2012) 

concluded that ““For all groups, and in all areas, people living in 

developments with more parking available had higher levels of car ownership 

than people living in developments with less parking.”.29 

 

A.14 Increased car ownership leads in turn to greater use of the car; data from 

the LTDS shows that there is a strong positive relationship between household 

car ownership and average car trip rate by borough.30 This is accepted by the 

Mayor31, TfL32 and the OLC. The Berkeley Homes report33 which seeks to argue 

otherwise has been discredited.34  

 

A.15  Furthermore, the frequency of travel by car for all residents of new 

developments (including car owners and those without a car) increases as the 

level of parking provided rises. Research also shows that: 

 

                                                 
28 Outer London  Commission Fourth Report (Part One) (OLC4), p23. See also TfL (2012) 

Residential Parking Provision in New Developments: Travel in London Research Report. 

https://tfl.gov.uk/cdn/static/cms/documents/residential-parking-provision-new-

development.pdf 

29 See page 4. 

30 ‘Health Impacts of Cars in London’, GLA, September 2015, p13. See also Fig 6. 

31 Mayor response to DCLG Technical consultation on planning 2014 p33-36. 

32 Overall, developments with more parking contain more car owners and generate more car 

journeys than developments with less parking provided”, TfL report on Residential Parking 

Provision in New Developments Travel in London Research Report (2012), p6. 

33 Which we note was referred to in the IIA as ‘Key evidence and baseline data”  

34 The Berkeley Homes 2011 study, available online, (which sought to suggest that an increase 

in car parking provision would not necessarily lead to an increase in car usage) has been 

undermined by other research  and heavily criticised by a number of bodies, including TfL.   

We concur with the criticism of the 2011 study that it excluded a significant number of trips 

by focusing solely on peak hour trips. We have not been able to comment upon the 2014 

update, which is not available online, and so we reserve our position in this respect. 

https://tfl.gov.uk/cdn/static/cms/documents/residential-parking-provision-new-development.pdf
https://tfl.gov.uk/cdn/static/cms/documents/residential-parking-provision-new-development.pdf
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 the provision of more than 0.5 spaces per unit affects car use 

significantly, particularly for those who use their car more than 5 times a 

week; and  

  residents of outer London are more likely  (than inner London 

boroughs) to use their car 5 times a week or more;35 

 

This link between increased levels of parking and increased car use is 

therefore particularly apposite in the context of the SC MALP - an 

unrestrained car parking policy for outer London low PTAL areas36 which 

could include “minima”37. In this regard, we note that the TfL modelling has 

assumed an average of 1.4 cars per household38 - well in excess of the 0.5 

spaces per unit referred to above.39  

 

March 2015 planning update 

A.16 The approach taken by the Mayor in the London Plan is consistent with 

the advice contained in the March 2015 update.40 There is a clear and 

compelling justification for the restraint based approach contained in the 

London Plan in order to manage the road network in London. Moreover, an 

element of flexibility exists in Table 6.2 of the London Plan (as further 

explained in Annex 3 to the Housing SPG 2012 – see further below) which is 

consistent with the March 2015 statement. As a result, Policy 6.13 and the 

supporting text already reflect the advice in the March 2015 planning update 

and there is no need for further changes. 

 

                                                 
35 Data from TfL shows that cars owned by residents of outer London are more likely to be 

used 5 times a week or more than those owned by inner London residents (OLC4, 4.1.13, p24). 

36 The effect of the SC MALP would be to abolish maximum car parking standards in outer 

London areas with PTALs 0-1/2. 

37 Para. 6.42i of the MALP. 

38 MALP Technical Seminar – Parking Standads. Overview and Land Implications. GLA 

39 OLC4, Figs 6&7, p25. 

40 The March 2015 update states 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 road network.” 
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A.17 By way of conclusion on this matter, we ask the Inspector to note that in 

order to be “sound”, a plan or policy under examination must be 

“consistent with national policy” in that it should “enable the delivery of 

sustainable development in accordance with the policies in the 

Framework.”41 TfL accepts that the increase in car trips associated with the 

MALP would be “against the trend of reducing car km and increase in trips 

by sustainable modes”.42 The SC MALP would not lead to the delivery of 

sustainable development and is not therefore sound. 

 

B. Has the Mayor achieved the correct balance between car parking 

provision and sustainable means of movement? 

 

B.1 We do not believe that the Mayor has achieved the correct balance 

between car parking provision and sustainable means of movement. This is 

because the SC MALP is balanced in favour of the former, contrary to the 

advice in the NPPF, in circumstances where: 

 the desire to avoid overspill parking can be addressed by the London 

Plan in its current form and/or other measures such as CPZs; and  

 the changes sought through the SC MALP do not reflect the fact that 

outer London has seen an increase in households with no car and a 

reduction in the number of cars per household between 2001 and 

2011.43  

 

B.2 The SC MALP is a response to the Government’s stated desire to avoid 

overspill parking impacts in areas of low public transport, against the 

background of complex travel patterns by residents in outer London areas not 

adequately served by the public transport network and the desirability of 

families in such areas for more than one car to meet these needs. Yet it is clear 

from paragraph 6.42 of the London Plan that the car parking standards for 

new residential development are not intended to be applied in a mechanistic, 

                                                 
41 Para. 182 of the NPPF. 

42 MALP Technical Seminar  - ‘Parking Standards, Overview and Land Implications’, TfL. 

43 Campaign for Better Transport response to the MALP Parking Standards, p2-3. 
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one size fits all way. It refers to “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.”  Table 6.2 of the London 

Plan already distinguishes between different PTAL levels when applying the 

car parking standards for new residential development. 

 

B.3 The issues referred to in para. B.2 above can be addressed by Policy 6.13 

of the London Plan as it currently stands, together with the accompanying text 

to that policy including Table 6.2. In suburban areas with the lowest PTAL 0-1, 

Table 6.2 of the London Plan already provides for a maximum of up to 2 off 

street parking spaces per new residential unit, as explained in Annex 3 of the 

Housing SPG 201244. The SC MALP seeks to apply even more generous car 

parking standards, “permitting higher levels of provision there than is 

indicated in Table 6.2”.  We consider that the provision of more than 2 

parking spaces per residential unit would be unduly excessive and the 

transport system would not in such circumstances be balanced “in favour of 

sustainable transport modes” as required by the NPPF; the balance would be 

in favour of the car.  

 

B.4 The flexibility inherent within the London Plan is recognised by LB Brent45 

and a number of other outer London boroughs who confirmed to the  Outer 

London Commission (OLC) that in their view the London Plan already provides 

sufficient flexibility to address different circumstances within outer London.46  

The Inspector considering the FALP in 2014 was also of this view.47 

 

                                                 
44  Annex 3 - Car Parking Provision Guidance. 
45

 LB Brent consultation response to the MALP. 

46 OLC4, 3.1.2, p12. 

47 Para. 92 of the FALP Inspector’s Report, November 2014. “The Further Alterations…will 

allow London Boroughs to tailor standards to their areas as appropriate. Consequently, I find 

that the FALP is flexible and strikes the appropriate balance.” 
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B.5 Furthermore, the flexibility inherent within the London Plan in certain 

circumstances is evidenced by the fact that the maximum car parking 

standards set out in the London Plan have been exceeded in new 

developments. An example is the Cane Hill development in Coulsdon, 

Croydon due to the relative inaccessibility of the development to public 

transport and amenities.48   Indeed, the OLC concluded that 22% of schemes 

in outer London were not compliant with the current Local Plan standards in 

that they exceeded them49 - this is a significant proportion of schemes. 

 

B.6 The OLC acknowledges that certain outer London boroughs do not 

consider the London Plan to be sufficiently flexible and this has been 

confirmed by a number of London Borough consultation responses to the 

MALP.  Given that a significant number of schemes which exceed the existing 

standards are currently being permitted in outer London, however, it is our 

view that this concern – if valid - is better addressed through existing and/or 

further supplementary planning guidance, rather than a change to the 

wording of the policy itself. In requiring all outer London boroughs actively to 

consider more generous car parking standards in low PTAL areas, the 

proposed alterations are the wrong direction of travel.  

 

C. Is the evidence in the Integrated Impact Assessment Report on Parking 

Standards sufficiently robust? 

 

C.1 Our position is as follows: 

 Neither the ‘preferred option’ nor the ‘alternative option’ 

appraised in the IIA reflect what is actually being proposed in the SC 

MALP. 

 The IIA fails to refer to a number of negative impacts likely to arise from 

the SC MALP, which we believe are relevant to the assessment. 

                                                 
48 See OLC4, 3.1.2,p13. 

49 OLC4, para.3.1.2, p13. 
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 We have asked for clarification of a number of assumptions which 

underlie the modelling for the IIA and so reserve our position in that 

respect. 

 

C.2 The Mayor’s suggested changes propose more generous car parking 

standards in “generally” PTALs 0-1 and "in some limited parts of 

areas within PTAL 2", which is likely to be somewhere in between the 

'preferred option (PTALs 0-1)' and the 'alternative option' (PTALs 0-2/3) 

described in the IIA. There is, therefore, no Sustainability Appraisal of the SC 

MALP set out in the IIA.  As the SC MALP is effectively unsupported by a 

Sustainability Appraisal, it cannot be either justified or sound.  

 

C.3 We do not agree with the conclusions of the IIA in respect of regeneration 

and land use and health and wellbeing. For the reasons given in this 

submission (and in our original consultation response) we do not consider 

that there will be positive impacts associated with the SC MALP in relation to 

these IIA objectives.  

 

C.4 Although the IIA concludes that the increased provision in car parking “is 

likely to result in at least some additional car journeys and less walking and 

cycling by occupants”,50 there is no appraisal in the IIA of the potential for 

increased severance and decreased social interaction arising from the SC 

MALP; this is a significant omission given that these are relevant health 

impacts arising from car use, as explained in the ‘Health Impacts of Cars in 

London’ GLA report (September 2015).51 Furthermore, the impact of the SC 

MALP on physical activity levels was not appraised in the IIA – again a 

significant omission. Moreover, the impact of the SC MALP on the widening of 

health inequalities was not appraised in the IIA, despite the fact that their 

reduction was identified as an IIA objective.  Yet TfL accepts that the negative 

                                                 
50 IIA, p21 under ‘Health and Wellbeing’. 

51 ‘Health Impacts of Cars in London’, GLA, 2015, p19 -22. 

http://www.london.gov.uk/sites/default/files/Health_Impact_of_Cars_in_London-

Sept_2015_Final.pdf 

http://www.london.gov.uk/sites/default/files/Health_Impact_of_Cars_in_London-Sept_2015_Final.pdf
http://www.london.gov.uk/sites/default/files/Health_Impact_of_Cars_in_London-Sept_2015_Final.pdf
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health impacts of car use are felt most by the more vulnerable people in 

society52 and disadvantaged areas tend to have a higher density of roads and 

traffic, leading to poorer air quality, increased severance, higher noise levels 

and higher collision rates. Given that the Mayor is required to have regard to 

the effect of any revision on health inequalities between persons living in 

Greater London53, the IIA should have appraised this impact. 

 

Are any of the minor negative impacts referred to in the IIA of significance 

in the overall balance of issues?  

C.5 We do not accept the conclusion of minor negative impacts for the SC 

MALP.  The preferred option54 refers to a 'minor negative effect' in respect of 

air quality and other IIA objectives where “the policy is likely to detract from 

the achievement of the IIA objective but not significantly”.55The alternative 

option56 refers to a 'negative effect' in respect of air quality and other IIA 

objectives57 which constitutes a “Major negative effect”58 in that “the 

policy is likely to detract significantly from the achievement of the IIA 

objective.”59. The negative impacts arising from the SC MALP are likely to be 

somewhere in between – but at which end of the spectrum?  This is unclear. 

 

C.6 For the reasons given below, very significant weight should be attached to 

the negative impacts in relation to air quality as shown in the IIA.  

 

C.7 As the Inspector is aware, when revising the London Plan, the Mayor must 

have regard to the effect of the SC MALP on the health of persons in Greater 

                                                 
52  OLC4, 4.2.16. See also Tfl (2014) Improving the Health of Londoners. London: TfL   

53 Section 41(4)(ia) of the GLA Act 1999. 

54 “Amend the residential car parking policy to enable a more flexible approach in areas of 

PTALs 0-1”, IIA p20. 

55 IIA, p27. Table 6.1 –Appraisal Table of Options. 

56 Amend the car parking policy to enable a more flexible approach in areas of PTALs 0-2/3 in 

Outer  London”, IIA p20. 

57 As well as in respect of Biodiversity; Flood Risk and Climate Change Adaptation; Climate 

Change Mitigation and Energy, Water Quality and Resources and Open Space. 

58 IIA Table 3.2 Scoring System used in IIA, p15. 

59 Ditto. 
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London.60  Air pollution is a significant health issue in London, which needs to 

be addressed; the adverse effects range from worsening respiratory 

symptoms and poorer quality of life, to premature deaths from cardiovascular 

and respiratory diseases.   

Road traffic is a main source of nitrogen dioxide (a gas formed by combustion 

at high temperatures), which is one of the most dangerous pollutants to 

health and can contribute to the formation of greenhouse gases.  The limit 

values for levels of nitrogen dioxide in outdoor air in the UK imposed by 

European Directive 2008/50/EC ('the Air Quality Directive')61 are based on 

scientific assessments of the risks to human health associated with exposure 

to nitrogen dioxide. Compliance was required by Member States by 2010 

(with a procedure for postponement by 2015).  

 

C.8 All 20 outer London Boroughs have designated Air Quality Management 

Areas for nitrogen dioxide within their boroughs, as do all the inner London 

Boroughs.62 Furthermore, the TfL Travel in London Report 7 (2014)63 confirms 

that “there are now signs that volumes of traffic may again be increasing – 

particularly in outer London, as population continues to grow and the economy 

recovers from recession.”64 Outer London road traffic volumes increased in 2012 

and 2013 after a long-term decline: there was an increase in the volume of traffic 

of between 0.3 per cent and 0.4 per cent in both 2012 and 2013. These 

percentage increases represent increases of 70 or 80 million vehicle kilometres 

each year. Furthermore, TfL traffic counts show that outer London traffic flows 

have increased in 2014/15 to date, continuing their increasing trend since 

2011/12.65 

                                                 
60 Section 41(4)(b)(i) of the GLA Act 1999. 

61http://eurlex.europa.eu/legalcontent/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:32008L0050&qid=144352854

1366&from=EN 

62 Source, DEFRA: http://uk-air.defra.gov.uk/aqma/list. 

63 https://tfl.gov.uk/cdn/static/cms/documents/travel-in-london-report-7.pdf 

 

64 Page 6. See also Table 3.2, p95-97. Outer London was following a pattern of falling traffic 

volumes, until in 2012 the volume of traffic grew by 0.3 per cent, and then in 2013 traffic grew 

by another 0.4 per cent. 

65 TfL Travel in London Report 7, p100. 

http://eurlex.europa.eu/legalcontent/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:32008L0050&qid=1443528541366&from=EN
http://eurlex.europa.eu/legalcontent/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:32008L0050&qid=1443528541366&from=EN
http://uk-air.defra.gov.uk/aqma/list
https://tfl.gov.uk/cdn/static/cms/documents/travel-in-london-report-7.pdf
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C.9 The UK Government is not currently compliant with the limits for nitrogen 

dioxide levels set by European law. In July 2014, the Government published 

updated projections for concentrations and expected dates for compliance 

with the annual mean limit values in the Air Quality Directive which showed 

that 3 (of the 43) zones, including the Greater London Urban Area, would not 

be compliant even by 2030.66 In R (on the application of ClientEarth) v 

Secretary of State for the Environment, Food and Rural Affairs [2015] UKSC 

2867, the Supreme Court made a mandatory order requiring the Secretary of 

State to prepare new air quality plans no later than 31 December 2015.  

 

C.10 The existing air quality plan for the achievement of EU air quality limit 

values for nitrogen dioxide in the Greater London Urban Area (2011) is based 

on out of date projections. The Mayor’s Air Quality Strategy 2010 is also 

based on out of date projections. A new air quality plan for the Greater 

London Urban Area has not yet been produced by the Secretary of State. 

Against this background, the adoption of a transport policy in the London 

Plan such as the SC MAALP which leads to an increase in air pollution 

(however minor, which we dispute) in the Greater London Area before 

detailed air quality plans are produced would be unlawful.  

 

C.11 In R (ClientEarth) v SEFRA68, the Supreme Court made clear that it 

expected these (soon to be produced) new air quality plans to include the 

information set out in paragraph 3 of Section B of Annex XV to the Air Quality 

Directive which includes: “(d) measures to limit transport emissions through 

traffic planning and management (including congestion pricing, differentiated 

parking fees or other economic incentives; establishing low emission zones); 

and (e) measures to encourage a shift of transport towards less polluting 

modes;” [emphasis added] 

                                                 
66 Evidence submitted on behalf of DEFRA to the Supreme Court in R (on the application of 

ClientEarth) v Secretary of State for the Environment, Food and Rural Affairs [2015] UKSC 28, 

see para. 20 of the judgment.   

67 https://www.supremecourt.uk/cases/docs/uksc-2012-0179-judgment.pdf 

68 https://www.supremecourt.uk/cases/docs/uksc-2012-0179-judgment.pdf 

https://www.supremecourt.uk/cases/docs/uksc-2012-0179-judgment.pdf
https://www.supremecourt.uk/cases/docs/uksc-2012-0179-judgment.pdf
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As noted above, measures to encourage a shift of transport towards less 

polluting modes also include policies to discourage the use of the private car.  

The increased provision in car parking arising from the SC MALP would result 

in additional car journeys in the Greater London area (see above).  The 

promotion by the Mayor of a car parking policy in the London Plan which 

would lead to increased air pollution is incompatible with duty to provide the 

information required by the Air Quality Directive as set out above. 

 

C.12 Car journeys have the potential, by their very nature, to cover a wide 

geographical area, both in and around Greater London.  Given that cars are a 

‘mobile’ source of air pollution, it is not tenable for TfL, in response to a 

question at the Technical Seminar about the Supreme Court’s ruling on air 

quality, to rely upon the fact that “the areas they were looking at did not 

have a high concentration of pollution”.69  We note in this regard that the 

cross boundary nature of air quality impacts is reflected in LB Brent’s 

concern that “the compulsion for more generous parking standards in 

neighbouring outer London Boroughs will generate unnecessary car travel 

through the Borough. This will adversely impact on strategic routes as well as 

Brent’s local transport infrastructure and its air quality” [emphasis added]70. 

 

C.13 Against the background of UK non compliance with the European Air 

Quality Directive for the Greater London Area and out of date air quality plans 

(including the Mayor’s Air Quality Strategy 2010), we believe that the 

adoption of a transport policy in the London Plan which encourages the use 

of the private car and leads to an increase in air pollution in the Greater 

London Area would be unlawful. 

 

D. Is the reliance on the PTALs justified?   

 

                                                 
69 Note of Technical Seminar, para. 4.3, p5. 

70 LB Brent consultation response to the MALP. 
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D.1 PTAL 0-2 areas in outer London cover a very large geographical area and 

so the effect of the SC MALP is potentially very wide ranging. The PTAL 

methodology, developed in 1992, includes walk access times to service access 

points using walk catchment areas, but not cycle access times or cycle 

catchment areas.  A component of the PTAL method is to calculate the walk 

access times from the Point of Interest (POI) to the service access points 

(SAPs). For buses, the maximum walk time is defined as 8 minutes or a 

distance of 640m. For rail, underground and light rail services the maximum 

walking time is defined as being 12 minutes or a walking distance of 960 

metres. Any SAPs beyond these distances are rejected.71   

D.2 It can be seen, therefore, that this methodology does not reflect cycling as 

a ‘journey stage’ to rail, underground or light rail services at all. Yet the TfL 

Travel in London Report 7 (2014) refers to a 58.3% increase in cycle stages 

since 2003 - in 2013, there were 585,000 cycle journey stages in London on an 

average day, which is a 0.5 per cent increase on 2012. This follows a 1.8 per 

cent increase in the previous year, with an overall 58.3 per cent increase in 

cycle stages since 2003.72 

D.3 The OLC recognises that the PTAL tool has limitations, as acknowledged 

by developers, boroughs and other stakeholders73 and it only measures broad 

public transport accessibility levels. TfL itself recommends (as acknowledged 

in the London Plan74 )  that an assessment which combines both PTAL and 

ATOS75  is desirable at a neighbourhood level in order to better understand 

what services are accessible in a local catchment area, by both walking and 

                                                 
71 ‘Measuring PTALs’ Summary. TfL April 2010, p2 & Table 1, p3. 

http://data.london.gov.uk/dataset/public-transport-accessibility-levels/resource/86bbffe1-

8af1-49ba-ac9b-b3eacaf68137/proxy 

72 Table 3.4 - Daily average cycle stages and trips in London, p101 TfL Travel in London Report 

7)- https://tfl.gov.uk/cdn/static/cms/documents/travel-in-london-report-7.pdf 

73 OLC4, para.3.4.3, p16. 

74 Paragraph 6.43 of the London Plan. 

75 Access to opportunities and services. 

http://data.london.gov.uk/dataset/public-transport-accessibility-levels/resource/86bbffe1-8af1-49ba-ac9b-b3eacaf68137/proxy
http://data.london.gov.uk/dataset/public-transport-accessibility-levels/resource/86bbffe1-8af1-49ba-ac9b-b3eacaf68137/proxy
https://tfl.gov.uk/cdn/static/cms/documents/travel-in-london-report-7.pdf
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cycling. In this regard, we note from the NPPF that neighbourhood plans must 

be in general conformity with the strategic policies of local plans.76 

 

D.5 PTALs may be refined by TfL in the future77, but there is no firm 

commitment in this respect and this gives further credence to the argument 

that PTALs should not be the only tool referred to (in Policy 6.13) in the 

context of promoting more generous car parking standards for new housing. 

The SC MALP precludes a more refined and nuanced assessment of 

accessibility to the opportunities and services most relevant to the daily lives 

of Londoners. An assessment of ‘accessibility’ should be made taking 

account of alternative active travel modes, including targets and future 

proposals for walking and cycling provision.  

 

D.6 Given that PTALs have such limitations, they should not be the only factor 

in triggering when the significant relaxation of car parking standards should 

be actively considered by all outer London boroughs.  This would be unsound 

and inconsistent with the advice contained in the NPPF. 

 

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?  

E.1 The word 'generally' opens the door to arguments from those wishing to 

promote more generous car parking standards, that this approach should 

apply to other PTAL areas as well. Housing developers would be able to use 

the SC MALP at all stages of the planning process to exert considerable 

pressure on outer London boroughs (supporting a restraint based approach) 

to allow for far more generous car parking than they consider appropriate for 

new residential development.  Given that the majority of outer London is 

covered by PTAL 0-2,78  the relaxation of car parking policy contained in the 

                                                 
76 Para. 184 of the NPPF.  

77 Para. 6.43 of the London Plan 2015. 

78 OLC4, Fig 2, p16. 
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proposed new policy wording could potentially affect a very significant area of 

London. 

 

F. 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? 

 

F.1 The IIA identifies greater negative effects if the car parking policy is 

amended to enable a more flexible approach in areas of PTALs 0-2/3 in Outer 

London. If the SC MALP were extended to PTAL 3, the policy would be likely to 

detract “significantly” from the achievement of six out of sixteen IIA 

objectives, including in respect of air quality.79 We do not consider, therefore, 

that reference should also be made to appropriate parts of areas within PTAL 

3. 

 

 

G. Is the reference to 'minima' in paragraph 6.42i justified? 

G.1 For the reasons given above, we do not consider that a reference to 

‘minima’ is justified. There is no reference to the imposition of minimum 

car parking standards in the NPPF or in the Planning update March 2015. This 

would be a retrograde step, reminiscent of the now discredited and 

unsustainable ‘predict and provide’ approach adopted in the past. 

 

 

J. Is there any evidence that the Mayor's approach to parking standards 

would lead to:  

 

A negative impact on the number of dwellings delivered? 

 

J.1 The OLC accepts that increasing parking provision would have an impact 

on the density of development that can be achieved on a site in London.80   

                                                 
79 IIA, page 27 – Table 6.1 Appraisal of Impacts. 

80 Although it considered that the significance of that impact was less clear: OLC4, 4,4,1, p35. 
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This would have a greater impact in outer London where car parking provision 

is likely to be surface level (rather than underground).  A number of outer 

London boroughs expressed a concern to the OLC that housing delivery could 

be reduced due to space being given over the car parking and an example 

was given of a developer in Newham reducing densities in response to the 

Council’s request for increased parking provision.81   

J.2 London “desperately needs more homes”.82 Given the stated importance 

of delivering a high proportion of new residential development over the 

period to 2036, as recognised both in the London Plan and nationally, we 

suggest that any land take associated with excessive car parking provision for 

new residential development would have a significant adverse impact on the 

delivery of the quantum of new housing required. The active promotion of 

higher car parking standards for new housing developments would fail to 

make the best use of scarce and much needed development land.  

J.3 The OLC also accepts that “more generally, lower density developments 

are less able to support public transport provision, provide less 

encouragement for walking and cycling, and are less able to support 

neighbourhood amenities such as small shops within walking distance that 

can substitute for driving.”83  Lower density development and a greater 

reliance upon the private car would lead to a disincentive to invest in public 

transport and active travel modes, increase car dependence and reduce the 

ability to support local services. 

 

(iii) a decline in air quality 

J.4 We refer to our submissions above. The IIA identifies a “minor negative” 

impact and a “negative” impact in respect of the preferred option and the 

alternative option respectively. The negative effects of the SC MALP in respect 

of air quality are likely to be somewhere in between, but there would certainly 

be a decline in air quality. 

                                                 
81 OLC4, para. 4.4.18. 

8282 Paragraph 3.13 of the London Plan. 

83 OLC4, para. 4.4.2, p35. 
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(iv) a reduction in physical activity levels and/or the widening of health 

inequalities? 

 

Reduction in physical activity levels 

J.5 Car ownership is linked to how much walking and cycling people do and 

car use is associated with an increased risk of obesity. Walking levels decrease 

significantly as the number of cars a household owns increases.84  The GLA 

accepts that “Lower levels of walking would mean health harms from 

reduced physical activity. Greater use of cars would mean more negative 

impacts on health from air pollution.”85 

 

J.6. It is widely accepted that the easiest way for most people to stay 

physically active is by incorporating activity, such a walking and cycling, into 

their daily lives. 25% of adults in London achieve that recommended 150 

minutes of physical activity every week through the walking and cycling they 

do for travel purposes. The SC MALP would discourage active travel and 

reduce the potential for physical activity to be undertaken, which would in 

turn be harmful to people’s overall health.  

 

J.7 As referred to above, the IIA does not appraise this negative impact. This is 

a significant omission. 

 

Widening of health inequalities  

J.8. Research has shown that people living in deprived areas are 

disproportionately affected by poor air quality; the GLA accepts that air 

pollution contributes to widening health inequalities as levels of nitrogen 

dioxide are higher on the most heavily trafficked roads, which tend to have 

higher levels of pollution, which are used more by disadvantaged people as 

                                                 
84 ‘Health Impacts of Cars in London’, GLA, September 2015 p16. See also Fig 7. 

85 Transport and Health in London: The main impacts of London road transport on health 

(2014) GLA, 

p21:http://www.london.gov.uk/sites/default/files/Transport%20and%20health%20in%20Lond

on_March%202014.pdf 

http://www.london.gov.uk/sites/default/files/Transport%20and%20health%20in%20London_March%202014.pdf
http://www.london.gov.uk/sites/default/files/Transport%20and%20health%20in%20London_March%202014.pdf
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places where they live, shop and work.86 There would be an increase in air 

pollution as a result of the SC MALP, which is in turn likely to widen health 

inequalities. 

 

J.9 Efficient and affordable transport systems can help to tackle health 

inequalities. The Mayor’s Transport Strategy emphasises the need to reduce 

congestion, reduce transport related carbon emissions, improve the reach and 

reliability of London’s public transport system and increase the number of 

people walking and cycling, as noted in the Mayor’s Health Inequality 

Strategy 201087 but the SC MALP would contradict this, as described above. 

 

J.10 It is relevant to note that the Mayor’s Air Quality Strategy includes a 

number of measures to reduce emissions from road transport and other 

sources which will improve the health of all Londoners while reducing health 

inequalities, (Mayor’s Health Inequalities Strategy 2010, p33.). The SC MALP 

contradicts this strategy as well and the Air Quality Strategy is out of date.  

 

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

London Boroughs? 

J.11 We refer to our submissions in respect of air quality above. 

 

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

J.12 In seeking to mitigate against a parking policy which requires outer 

London boroughs actively to consider more generous car parking standards, 

the Mayor cannot reasonably rely solely upon London Plan policies which seek 

to encourage modal shift. Without discouraging the use of the private car, it 

will be much more difficult to encourage people, by virtue of these policies, to 

switch to more sustainable modes. 

                                                 
86 Health Impacts of Cars in London, GLA, September 2015, p20. 

87 Page 31. 


