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[bookmark: basis-of-statement]Basis of statement
1. I make this statement in a personal capacity. It supplements my Regulation 19 representation on maximum car parking standards, March 2026 (“the Parking Rep”), which I cite by paragraph and do not repeat. I am not asking to speak at the hearings.

2. I answer Questions 7.5 and 7.6 and, for Policy T3 only, 7.14. I do not answer 7.7 or 7.8.

3. MIQ 1.1 indicates that the 2021 Framework is the relevant version. I cite its paragraphs first, with the December 2024 paragraph in square brackets. The Parking Rep cites paragraphs 114 and 115. The correct references for the text I quoted are 2021 paragraphs 107 and 108 [December 2024: 112 and 113]. I have not relied on any later version.

4. Parking Rep 2 and 116 say paragraph 108 [113] “requires” maximum standards. That overstates it. The paragraph says they “should only be set where there is a clear and compelling justification” that they are necessary for managing the local road network, or for optimising the density of development in city and town centres and other locations well served by public transport (Parking Rep 10 states it correctly). I do not argue that national policy requires maximum standards everywhere. My case is that the justification exists for the second purpose, in the locations identified below.

5. My preferred modification is the reinstatement of the Appendix 12 approach set out in the Draft Plan, as sought at Parking Rep 105–106 and in its Annex (paragraph 18). If the Inspectors are not persuaded that a borough-wide schedule is justified, a narrower modification, which aligns T3 with the minimum densities already in Policy H2 of the Publication Plan, would in my view be sufficient to make the Plan sound (paragraphs 19 to 22). The Table T3 figures are those the Council itself consulted on for “Area type A” in Appendix 12 to the Draft Plan (December 2023). Parking Rep 111 describes the North West Plan Partial Review standards as “adopted”; they were not (Parking Rep 57). Nothing in this statement relies on that description.
[bookmark: X6ab0a4a3f6084e2016a26390165e44f5f41a252]Question 7.5 – Is Policy T3 effective, justified and consistent with national policy? Is it consistent with PfE?

National policy
6. Policy T3’s criteria 1–4 and (a)–(h) address the factors in 2021 paragraph 107 [112]: accessibility, type, mix and use, public transport, and local car ownership. Electric vehicle charging is covered by Policy T4. I do not say that omitting maximum standards makes T3 inconsistent with paragraph 108 [113]. That paragraph limits when maxima may be set; it does not require them. My concern is effectiveness and justification.

Effectiveness
7. “Appropriate levels of parking” has no benchmark. Criterion 1 asks that parking “support the efficient use of land”, but nothing in the policy allows a decision-maker to say what level of parking does so. The reasoned justification states the aim, to discourage “unnecessary private car journeys and the inefficient use of land” (paragraph 17.22), but provides no test.

8. The justification criteria are demand-led. Criteria (a) to (c) direct the applicant to evidence “likely trip generation and parking needs”, “parking capacity and occupancy levels in the surrounding area” and “local car ownership levels”. Applied at an accessible location, these tend to validate whatever provision the applicant’s own assumptions produce. Parking Rep 96–98 records an officer report for a 26,439 sqm scheme stating that “The Council does not have specific parking standards” (FUL/351962/23), and Parking Rep 100–104 records, at Derker (FUL/350118/22), a pre-application brief that preferred off-street parking for each household.

9. Criterion (d) has nothing to operate on. It asks for “evidence that there is no alternative way of accommodating all the travel demands likely to be generated by the development, and that all reasonable efforts are being made to minimise reliance on the private car”. Appendix 12 to the Draft Plan used almost identical language as the test for provision exceeding a maximum. In Policy T3 the language survives but the standard it qualified has gone. It now sits in a list of matters to which applicants “should have regard”, with no threshold against which it applies.

Justification
10. The Draft Plan’s Policy T3 required parking “in line with the parking standards set out in Appendix 12”, and its reasoned justification said that areas within 800m of Metrolink or a Quality Bus Transit corridor “will be required to provide a lower amount of car parking on site”. The Draft Plan Topic Paper (Transport), paragraph 7.2, gave the reason: “in areas of high transport accessibility, in order to meet the higher densities proposed, it will be necessary to reduce the level of carparking permitted.” At that stage TfGM and National Highways each responded “Support the policy” (Publication Topic Paper (Transport), Table 2, following paragraph 4.28).

11. The Publication Topic Paper (Transport) records the change (paragraphs 4.29–4.30) and that the Council met National Highways and TfGM on 9 July 2025 and “both parties were satisfied with the amendments”. It does not say why paragraph 7.2 no longer holds, or what evidence supports the replacement. As Parking Rep 8 explains, a highway-body sign-off on policy mechanics is not evidence of soundness. A strategy is justified if it is “an appropriate strategy, taking into account the reasonable alternatives, and based on proportionate evidence” (2021 paragraph 35 [36]). The Draft Plan approach was a published, consulted-on alternative. I address its treatment in the Integrated Assessment in my Matter 1 statement.

Consistency with PfE
12. Policy H2 states that new housing should achieve the minimum densities in Table H2 “in line with PfE Policy JP-H4”, and paragraph 8.12 says H2 “sets out the requirements of JP-H4 as relevant to Oldham”. Table H2 requires 70 dwellings per hectare within 400m, and 50 within 800m, of Metrolink stops and frequent-service rail stations (outside the town centre stops). Parking is the principal other determinant of how much of such a site is left for homes. T3 carries no provision that aligns it with the densities H2 requires, so the Plan does not give full effect to the PfE density policy it applies.
[bookmark: X6a992eaff656aa71b13500518218004ad4f0d69]Question 7.6 – Does the absence of maximum car parking standards undermine the effectiveness of policies that seek to make efficient use of land?
13. Yes, in the locations where Policy H2 sets its highest minimum densities. The policies concerned are Policy H2 and T3 criterion 1. Paragraph 8.13 says higher densities “will help reduce the need to travel by car”; paragraph 17.22 says “parking that minimises land consumption and reduces congestion can contribute to a more efficient use of land”. Together they establish a connection between parking provision and density. Policy T3 gives that connection no operative content.

14. How the effect arises. Parking is typically fixed per dwelling before the layout is drawn, so density becomes the residual. Derker (Parking Rep 100–104) illustrates this on a Council-promoted site beside a Metrolink stop. The Council’s own brief asked for density “suitable for the location taking into account market considerations” and for off-street parking for every household; 132 dwellings were approved against a capacity of 200 identified in the Council’s 2020 housing land availability assessment (Parking Rep 102), a shortfall of 68. Parking Rep 83–89 shows the same question arising at Bullcote Lane (FUL/355603/26, as submitted). Parking Rep 86 estimates that parking above 0.5 spaces per dwelling would occupy about 9,672 sqm, enough for roughly 48 to 68 dwellings at 50 to 70 dwellings per hectare. (Parking Rep 86 rounds the lower figure to 50.) I make no comment on the merits of a live application; I cite it only to show how the question arises.

15. The Council’s likely answer is that Policy H2 already sets minimum densities and a ceiling on parking is unnecessary. I would respond that:
1. Policy H2 allows exceptions “to respond to specific site characteristics (i.e. flood risk, design context, heritage assets, green infrastructure)” and “to meet a funding requirement”. A layout shaped by parking can claim “design context”.  The Broadbent Moss and Beal Valley Consortium welcomes these exceptions and asks that densities in endorsed masterplans also be accepted (OPP297, paragraph 5.21), so the exceptions can be expected to be relied on.
1. T3 criteria (a) to (c) treat applicant-evidenced parking “needs” as the starting point. A decision-maker has no policy basis for saying that fewer spaces were achievable.
1. The Council recognised the link at Draft stage (paragraph 10 above) and has not explained why it no longer applies.

16. Is the justification “clear and compelling” for the second limb of paragraph 108 [113]? For residential development in the Table H2 locations, I rely on the following, and do not repeat them:
· Parking Rep 36–42: the density case.
· Parking Rep 52–55: 2021 Census car ownership; 27.6% of households have no car borough-wide and 56.4% in Oldham Town North.
· Parking Rep 69–71 and Table 8: three town-centre apartment schemes beside Metrolink approved or proposed at 0.15, 0.05 and 0 spaces per dwelling. The market already delivers at or below the ceiling proposed, so it works as a backstop against outliers.
· Parking Rep 100–104: the Derker evidence.

The research literature on parking and car use is mixed, and its findings depend on the accessibility of alternatives to the car: the studies I cited (Parking Rep 22 and 27) support restraint where non-car access is strong and say less about elsewhere. That is the reason the narrower modification is confined to the Table H2 locations. For it, I rely on this density limb alone. The road-network limb (Parking Rep 29–34) remains part of my representation in support of the borough-wide Annex.

17. Table T3 would apply only to residential development, in the locations where the Plan itself requires its highest densities. It does not extend to the whole borough or to non-residential uses. It sets a ceiling, not a target. Accessible spaces are additional. The retained exceedance test lets a scheme justify more where it can show a need, and the policy’s existing paragraph on off-site parking mitigation is unchanged. That answers the overspill concern raised at Draft stage by Cllr Sykes (Publication Topic Paper (Transport), Table 2).
[bookmark: Xdcc0af60e834d0b56faaac56901360042f0e16a]Modification sought (Question 7.14, Policy T3)
18. Preferred modification. Reinstate the approach of the Draft Plan: restore Policy T3’s requirement that parking be provided in line with maximum standards set out in an Appendix 12, with the Area type A and Area type B standards and the reasoned justification consulted on in the Draft Plan (December 2023), including the lower provision expected within 800m of Metrolink or a Quality Bus Transit corridor. The full text is set out in the Annex to the Parking Rep, and I would accept the Council’s Appendix 12 figures where they differ. This is the relief sought at Parking Rep 105–106. The justification is at paragraph 10 above and in the Parking Rep, including the road-network evidence at Parking Rep 29–34.

19. Alternative, narrower modification. If the Inspectors are not persuaded by that approach, the following modification would suffice, because it rests only on the density limb of paragraph 108 [113] and on Policy H2, which is already in the Publication Plan. Additions are in bold; deletions are struck through.

20. Maximum residential standards in the Table H2 locations. Insert after criterion 4 of Policy T3, and renumber:
In the locations identified in Table H2 (“Area A”), the number of car parking spaces provided for residential development, excluding spaces for disabled people, must not exceed the maximum in Table T3. Provision above the maximum will be permitted only where the applicant demonstrates that there is no alternative practicable way of accommodating the travel demand likely to be generated by the development, and that all reasonable efforts are being made to minimise reliance on the private car.
Where provision complies with Table T3, a lower level may still be sought where higher provision would discourage walking, wheeling, cycling or public transport use, would be likely to result in poor-quality urban design, or would prevent the minimum density in Table H2 being achieved.
Table T3: Maximum car parking standards in Area A (residential)
	Use
	Maximum

	C3 dwelling houses and flats
	0.5 spaces per dwelling

	C3 sheltered accommodation
	1 space per 3 bedrooms

	C4 and large houses in multiple occupation
	1 space per 3 bedrooms



21. Insert a new paragraph after 17.26:
17.26A “Area A” comprises the designated centres, and the land within 800 metres of the Metrolink stops and frequent-service rail stations, identified in Table H2, measured as set out in footnote 30 to that Table. In these locations Policy H2 requires the Plan’s highest minimum densities. Maximum residential parking standards are set here to optimise the density of development in locations well served by public transport, in accordance with national policy. The Table T3 figures are ceilings, not targets.
22. Amend criterion (d) of Policy T3 so that it no longer duplicates the Area A test:
1. Outside Area A, Eevidence that there is no alternative way of accommodating all the travel demands likely to be generated by the development, and that all reasonable efforts are being made to minimise reliance on the private car;

23. How the narrower modification addresses the tests of soundness. If the Inspectors are not persuaded by my preferred modification, the principle that matters most is a ceiling on residential parking in these locations; if the Council proposes different Table T3 figures supported by evidence, I would accept them. The narrower modification is justified because it rests on the Council’s own Draft Plan evidence (paragraph 7.2 and Appendix 12), the Plan’s own density geography, and the evidence at paragraph 16. It is effective because it gives T3 criterion 1 and Policy H2 an operative link, uses the Council’s mapped geography so no new area needs defining, and keeps the safeguards at paragraph 17. It is consistent with national policy because it is confined to the purpose and locations paragraph 108 [113] contemplates and meets paragraph 107 [112] through the retained criteria.

24. Both modifications are within the scope of my representation: the first is the relief sought at Parking Rep 105–106, and the second a narrower form of it.

25. The approach can be delivered. Two other Greater Manchester authorities have recently published Regulation 19 plans under the current system with comparable approaches. Tameside’s Policy HSP T8 and Appendix C (“Parking for All”) set zonal maximum car parking standards, with the more accessible zone (GMAL 5 and above) at 0.5 spaces per dwelling for houses. Bolton’s Policy INF2 and Appendix 3 make the expected level a maximum in its two most accessible zones (town centres and the area within 400m of Bolton town centre), with an exceedance test, and a minimum normally required elsewhere. Neither plan has been examined and the standards may change, and Bolton’s approach differs from Tameside’s. I rely on them only to show that maximum standards tied to accessibility, of the kind consulted on in Appendix 12 to the Draft Plan, are practicable in Greater Manchester and consistent with Places for Everyone. I do not suggest Oldham should adopt their figures.
