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Transport for London – Written Statement on 

Matter 9 / Infrastructure 

IP2 – Transport Infrastructure  

Policy P52 – Cycling  

9.16 Will the policy, and its focus on cycle parking provision, be effective in 

securing modal shift to cycling?  

High quality cycle parking provision of the right quantum is essential to enable a 

modal shift to cycling. This needs to be combined with cycle infrastructure 

improvements and a shift away from vehicle transport, particularly by restricting 

car parking and achieving reductions in car use for cyclable trips. 

9.17 Is the focus in policy on the Southwark Cycle Spine route justified? Are 

there other planned improvements or gaps to address in developing a safe and 

convenient cycling network for Southwark? Is it clear to future users of the 

NSP whether their site would on or adjacent to the cycle network in respect 

of part 1 of the policy? (is this the network routes shown on the Vision Maps?)  

N/A to TfL 

9.18 Are the requirements in the policy justified and viable, including criterion 

7 re cycle hire fobs?  

The requirements in the policy are broadly consistent with the Publication 

London Plan although there is no reference in the London Plan to cycle hire 

membership because cycle hire fulfils a different function to the provision of 

adequate cycle parking. The specific requirement in criterion 7 to provide a free 

two-year cycle hire fob could be a useful additional measure to encourage 

infrequent cycle use and cycling to existing homes and workplaces without 

adequate cycle parking or which are too distant to cycle the whole way.  

9.19 What are the implications of recent Use Classes Order changes for Table 

9 accompanying Policy P52? Are the standards for Southwark justified?  

There should be little change required to the format of Table 9. TfL has been 

considering how London Plan cycle parking standards should be applied 
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following the recent Use Class Order changes. The former uses classes in Table 

9 will need to be expressed as descriptions of the actual uses e.g. financial 

services, together with the new use class designations.  We would also suggest 

that a new standard might need to be added to cater for unspecified town 

centre uses where a specific town centre use class is not detailed on the 

application because this is likely to become more common. The level at which 

the standard is set should ensure adequate provision in line with policy T5F 

which states that ‘Where the use class of a development is not fixed at the 

point of application, the highest potential applicable cycle parking standard 

should be applied’. The default approach when considering applications should 

be to apply a more specific standard and the standard for unspecified uses 

would only be applied in cases where the end uses cannot be determined. The 

design of cycle parking for unspecified uses would need to ensure flexibility to 

cater for both short and long stay users including visitor space at 

street/entrance level and adequate provision to ensure access for all users. In 

respect of Classes F1 and F2 a similar approach should be applied but it is 

expected that applications will generally specify the particular use. 

Cycle parking standards should as a minimum require the amount of parking 

specified in policy T5 and table 10.2 of the Publication London Plan. The 

London Plan standards are minimum provision and so boroughs are encouraged 

to set higher standards where they think this is appropriate. Part C of London 

Plan policy T5 explicitly states that ‘Development Plans requiring more 

generous provision of cycle parking based on local evidence will be supported.’ 

As stated in our consultation responses, some standards are lower than the 

London Plan requirement and should be increased to ensure consistency. It has 

been agreed in the updated Statement of Common Ground between Southwark 

Council and TfL that Southwark will make amendments to bring any lower 

standards up to the proposed London Plan standards.  Subject to appropriate 

wording of these amendments TfL will be able to withdraw any objection to the 

proposed cycle parking standards. 

Policy P53 – Car Parking  

9.20 Is the policy justified, effective, viable and in general conformity with the 

London Plan, including the requirements (3-year minimum membership) and 

the 80-dwelling threshold for car club provision?  
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As TfL has made clear in previous submissions, we believe that the car parking 

policy in the Submission version of the New Southwark Plan is not in 

conformity with the new London Plan, specifically for retail uses and residential 

uses in parts of the borough. We acknowledge that there has been a number of 

rounds of consultation and engagement, but this has taken place over a long 

time period and standards that were in conformity with the previous London 

Plan when first drafted are not consistent with the approach of the new London 

Plan. Given that the new London Plan will be adopted very shortly, our view is 

that the standards in the New Southwark Plan should be amended so that they 

conform with the Publication London Plan. 

Recent conversations between officers have been productive in developing 

amendments to the parking standards which TfL supports and welcomes 

strongly. In the Statement of Common Ground between Southwark Council and 

TfL, Southwark has indicated that they will propose amendments which has 

enabled us to reach agreement on all matter nine issues. The amendments will 

need to require residential development in PTAL 4 (as well as 5 – 6) to be car 

free. Retail standards will need to be brought into line with those in Table 10.5 

of the London Plan which requires car free development in the Central 

Activities Zone and PTAL 5 – 6 and a maximum of 1 space per 75 sq. m. of 

retail floorspace elsewhere in the borough. 

We also expect all residential development in inner London Opportunity Areas, 

including Old Kent Road, to be car-free with the exception of disabled persons 

parking. Permitting a standard of 0.1 spaces per unit risks inviting general 

parking that never gets used by disabled people. If parking is justified for 

disabled people, it should be designed and enforced as such and should not be 

used for non-disabled drivers. A slightly more flexible approach than a fixed 

standard of 0.4 spaces per unit should be adopted for Aylesbury Action Area, 

providing for a maximum of 0.25 per unit across the masterplan, but allowing 

variations within this to re-provide parking for existing residents. Although we 

acknowledge that the scope for residential development in the area is limited, 

the proposed approach in PTAL 1-2 in the Suburban South also exceeds the 

maximum standards set out in the London Plan, and should only allow for 0.5 

spaces in PTAL 2 and 0.75 spaces in PTAL 0 – 1. 

Setting realistic, restraint based parking standards that are fully aligned with the 

new London Plan will be essential to achieving Mayoral and borough targets to 
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reduce car use, tackle congestion, minimise road danger, limit noise and air 

pollution and demonstrate that the Local Plan is responding to the council’s 

Declaration of a Climate Emergency. 

Subject to adoption of the amendments Southwark has put forward, TfL 

strongly supports Southwark’s approach to car parking. 

9.21 Is criterion 3 of the Policy clear on what quantum of provision of electric 

vehicle charging points (EVCP) would meet the requirement of the policy?  

The London Plan requires that, where car parking is provided, infrastructure for 

electric or ultra-low emission vehicles is installed. The actual requirements are 

set out in policies T6.1 – T6.4 and so it may be easier to state that, at a 

minimum, London Plan requirements should be met. 

 


