
EiP of the Minor Alterations to The London Plan 
 

Comments on transport questions on behalf of CPRE (P112) 
  

 Do the Mayor’s proposed alterations (with regard to Parking Standards) appropriately 
reflect the national advice referred to in the introductory paragraph above?  

It is critical that NPPF policy on parking standards is interpreted in the context of the core 
planning principle (NPPF paragraph 17) about making the fullest possible use of walking, cycling 
and public transport. While PTAL does consider accessibility in terms of walking and public 
transport, it leaves out cycling entirely. 

 

The word accessibility in NPPF paragraph 39 needs to be interpreted in the broader sense of ease 
of reaching somewhere by whatever mode rather than in the narrower sense, in terms of access 
for people with disabilities. The broader sense was a key Government policy from 2004 (by way of 
background as it is not up-to-date: Accessibility Planning policy: Evaluation and future directions, 
Atkins 2012).  

 

The Mayor has however provided insufficient evidence of the long-term potential for increasing 
cycle usage in outer London, not least if further investment in mini-Holland schemes for all outer 
London boroughs. This is now a requirement as a result of recent guidance:  

Planning Practice Guidance Reference ID: 54-006-20141010 

“What detailed information is required for the transport assessment of the Local Plan? 

… 

o walking and cycling facilities and movements including future predicted trips… 

o established best practice in transport provision and the share of each type” 

 

 Has the Mayor achieved the correct balance between car parking provision and sustainable 
means of movement?  

No – there is no consideration at all of (let alone balance between) the sustainable transport mode 
with the most potential for modal shift in outer London, namely cycling. 
 
In particular, paragraph 5.1.1 of the May 2015 Outer London Commission report did not consider 
the difference in cycling conditions between inner and outer London. Criteria in 5.2.11 of that 
report entirely ignores potential of cycling – in effect wishing it to remain a ‘Cinderella mode’ in 
outer London.  
 

 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? 

No, not least as it fails to consider how the policy changes could be expected to be interpreted in 
practice, e.g. by developers seeking to use the changes to push for even more parking than the 
Mayor intends. 
 
In any event its conclusions are often wrong, as it fails to consider other modes of transport 
beyond public transport and walking. For example in terms of equalities, it fails to consider the 
use of mobility scooters or adapted cycles by people with disabilities. 
 

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

No, as noted above insofar as it fails to consider cycling at all or potential to improve public 
transport as London’s population increases. Potential for cycling should be considered too. 
 

 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?  

This word is vague and is an open door to developers to seek additional parking, which Local 

https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/accessibility-planning-policy-evaluation-and-future-directions
http://planningguidance.planningportal.gov.uk/blog/guidance/transport-evidence-bases-in-plan-making/transport-evidence-bases-in-plan-making-guidance/#paragraph_006


Planning Authorities feeling the impact of cuts will find it ever harder to oppose. 
 
No other PTAL levels should fall within this definition or there would be even more significant 
relaxations in parking standards. 
 

 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?  

As per answer to previous question. 
 

 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)?  

Although there may be potential for new light rail schemes, the main opportunity is for bus priority 
measures. In the absence of detailed work by TfL, some allowances should be made for faster and 
more frequent bus services on routes that pass through congested areas, allowing for more 
convenient interchange between routes. There should also be consideration of the potential for 
better cycling conditions. 
 

 How would CPZs contribute to reducing the potential for overspill parking and congestion 
and improve safety and amenity (paragraph 6.42k)?  

CPZs can significantly assist and they are increasingly easier to implement now thanks to new 
technologies. LB Southwark, for example, offers electronic parking permits, allowing residents and 
businesses to use mobile phones rather than having to make a trip to a council office to obtain 
permits. 
 

 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;  

(ii) a lower quality of urban design;  

(iii) a decline in air quality;  

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

(v) an increase in car ownership which may have consequences for inner London 
Boroughs?  
If such evidence exists how would the Mayor address these issues?  

 
 
Although certain types of parking design can mitigate impacts on urban design, the viability of such 
designs in outer London is open to question and there is currently no practical mechanism to 
reliably require such designs. This means that increased parking could lead to less walking: 
 
“The likelihood of people choosing to walk somewhere is influenced not only by distance but also 
by the quality of the walking experience.” 
Planning Practice Guidance Reference ID: 26-042-20140306 
 
The Mayor could address this issues by not proceeding with looser parking standards. 
 
Ralph Smyth 
CPRE 
21/9/2015 
 

 

http://planningguidance.planningportal.gov.uk/blog/guidance/design/are-there-design-issues-that-relate-to-particular-types-of-development/#paragraph_042

