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The FALP’s transport policies have a key role in delivering the housing and 

jobs planned for the capital and achieving sustainable development. 

a. Why has the promotion of electric vehicle charging points been 

removed from paragraph 6.8?

At present, the high cost of electric vehicles is inhibiting sales and only 10% of charging points have been delivered.  The alteration seems to be responding to this.  But in the future the price is likely to be more attractive and the London Plan should ensure potential space is not lost to other uses.  There are strong environmental arguments in support of electric vehicles.  
b. Will the amendments to Policy 6.9 and the associated alterations 

deliver the step change in cycling provision and encourage growth in 

cycling? 

There are problems with implementation/ delivery.  The cycle programme stops in 2020 and there is concern about the completion of the cycle Superhighways, Quietways, Mini-Hollands and Better Junctions. 

The FALP makes reference to the ‘London Cycle Design Standards’ (LCDS), for which consultation closes on 11 August 2014 and they are likely to be adopted before the London Plan is approved.  It should be made clear in the alterations that the revised version of the LCDS must be followed as soon as it is available. 

The policy would also benefit by new development being required to provide infrastructure for an integrated cycling network in accordance with LCDS.
c. Are the standards and specifications for cycle parking supported by 

evidence and appropriate? 

The alterations fail to meet the recommendations of the SKM consultancy report (Nov 2013), carried out for TfL as part of the evidence base.  The consequence is that the cycle parking standards will deliver a modal share of 16.6% when the London Plan target is 20%.

TfL has stated that its proposed recommendations were diluted because “there are some practical/cost considerations in delivery and we sought to strike a balance” without providing any further detail. The change we are seeking is for the full SKM recommendations to be followed.
Cycle parking at train and tube stations is important and has been omitted from the alterations.  
In our original representation we gave details on cycle parking spaces for students.
Case Study evidence - UCL situation

1 space per 7 students is not enough for the current demand. At UCL all cycle parking can be found completely full almost all year long. Students have to use street railings, which obstruct the pedestrians and affect the aesthetics of the streetscape.  The problem has also affected the university as well, on the main quad of UCL there are signs attached to the bikes parked at official cycle parking spaces stating “important notice, bikes attached to these railings will be removed on the following date by the security” 
A request to UCL’s environmental sustainability division discovered there were 437 official cycle parking spaces in 21 different places within UCL campus.  They were unable to give an answer to the ratio of cycle parking spaces per student.

Enquiries made to other universities found:- 

City university - 100 official cycle parking spaces for 21,000 students

LSE - 303 per 9,300 students

A slide show of the serious cycle parking problems at UCL is presented as evidence.
The change we are seeking is at “d1 universities and colleges” for a minimum of 1 cycle parking space per 4 students

Table 6.9 must be revised to specify space (m2) provided for bike stands to prevent poor quality provision. Add “A minimum area of one square metre must be provided for each cycle space.” 

d. What is meant by pedestrian amenity? (Policy 6.10Cd).

We welcome the alterations improving pedestrian amenity as there is a need to apply the same ambition to walking as there is to cycling
It is important to have a definition in order to be able to address negative impact.  We would expect the definition to include what would make streets better, safer and inclusive, taking account of health issues and the diverse needs of disabled people.

We support the definition prepared by Sustrans/ Living Streets and we propose a shortened version is added to the London Plan Glossary.
e. Are the standards for car parking spaces justified, supported by 

evidence and appropriate for the whole of London?
Just Space seeks discussion of the  suggested change 6.22 Table 6.2.

We are opposed to the removal of the words ‘, and towards zero/car-free in areas of highest accessibility’ from Table 6.2 and we regard this as a significant change.
We regard reference to zero/ car free development as essential for conformity with NPPF Promoting sustainable transport.  There must be the opportunity to maximise sustainable transport solutions (NPPF paras 29 and 35) taking into account the accessibility of the development (NPPF para 39).
We object to the proposed increase in car parking provision, through higher permitted levels of parking in new developments, which runs contrary to Mayoral aspirations to reduce car use and car dependency. Encouraging car ownership and car use by offering a significant additional number of car parking spaces in new developments will increase congestion on the roads, add to pollution levels and have a negative impact on the health of London residents. Greater car use will also undermine the Mayor’s efforts to encourage walking and cycling. 

Car parking standards are critical for reducing traffic flow and several London Boroughs have a policy of car free development.  The wording change on the purpose of car parking standards says “a basis for considering” instead of “applies” and this relaxation impacts London wide.  This alteration should be deleted.  

The Outer London Commission heard anecdotes about helping developers compete with relaxed car parking standards outside of London.  But this competition is more to do with retail and commercial car parking space than residential.  When it comes to residential, developers present the same argument throughout London.  For example, at the Elephant and Castle, Lend Lease argued that they cannot sell townhouses without car parking spaces and successfully overcame Southwark’s policy on car free development in Zone 1.  
Outer London must play its part, creating opportunities to live/work in the same place and reducing the need to travel.  We do not accept that there is a clear distinction to be made between inner and outer London.
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