
 

 

Report of  Director of City Development 

Report to Executive Board 

Date: 7 September 2011 

Subject: Informal City Centre Commuter Car Parking Policy 

Are specific electoral Wards affected?    Yes   No 

If relevant, name(s) of Ward(s): Hyde Park & Woodhouse, Holbeck & 
Beeston, City & Hunslet, Armley, Burmantofts and Richmond Hill 

  

Are there implications for equality and diversity and cohesion and 
integration? 

  Yes   No 

Is the decision eligible for Call-In?   Yes   No 

Does the report contain confidential or exempt information?   Yes   No 

If relevant, Access to Information Procedure Rule number: 

Appendix number: 

Summary of main issues  

1. The City Council had been successful in taking enforcement action during 2010 against 
a number of unauthorised car parks on cleared sites.  The action accorded with policy 
of the Unitary Development Plan (UDP) and Local Transport Plan (LTP) to promote 
sustainable transport and was taken on the basis that LCC couldn’t allow a proliferation 
of unregulated car parking to be developed unchecked.  However, it is recognised that 
an immediate clamp down on such sites would penalise commuters who have not had 
the benefit of public transport infrastructure improvements which were anticipated by 
the UDP and LTP. 

 
2. An informal policy has been drawn up to regularise up to 3,200 city centre commuter 

car parking spaces for a temporary period of 5 years on unauthorised sites on condition 
that physical improvements are made to the appearance and layout of sites. 

 
3. A draft policy was approved for public consultation by Executive Board in March 2011.  

This was subject to 5 weeks of public consultation from 31st March to 6th May. 
 
4. The policy has been refined in response to consultation and is presented for approval. 

Recommendation 
 
5. The Executive Board is asked to approve the policy set out in Appendix A as a material 

consideration in planning decisions. 

 Report author:  Robin Coghlan 

Tel:  247 8131 



 

 

1 Purpose of this report 

1.1 To seek approval of Executive Board to introduce an informal interim policy 
(Appendix A) to deal with commuter car parking sites in the city centre. 

2 Background information 

2.1 This policy initiative concerns one particular aspect of car parking control in Leeds, 
which fits within a wider transportation context for Leeds and the City Region.  It is 
important that this parking policy is kept under review particularly in terms of impacts 
on other transportation issues such as park and ride and residential on-street 
parking. 

2.2 During 2010 Leeds City Council used policy in the Unitary Development Plan (UDP) 
to take enforcement action against a number of sites in and around Holbeck Urban 
Village which were being used for commuter car parking without the proper planning 
consents in place.  In essence, UDP policy encourages provision of Short Stay car 
parking in the city centre to support shopping and leisure trips but discourages Long 
Stay car parking in order to promote sustainable transport choices and lessen 
congestion.  Leeds City Council was successful in the enforcement appeals; the 
Inspector concluded that the use of pricing structures to ensure that the car parking 
spaces are taken up by short stay visitors is ineffective; he concurred with the 
Council that an opening hour condition preventing parking before 9.30am would be 
much more reliable and enforceable means of discouraging commuter car parking 

2.3 The implication of the appeal decision was that the City Council would be able to 
pursue enforcement action and effectively prevent illegal commuter car parking on all 
city centre sites.  However, it is recognised that the Council immediately 
implementing widespread enforcement against the unauthorised car parking spaces 
could be damaging to Leeds’ city centre economy and could be unfair to commuters 
who have no choice but to commute by car.  In recognition of this the council has 
prepared an alternative to the UDP policy; in essence this would legitimise a fixed 
amount of commuter car parking on the proviso that the physical appearance of car 
parks is improved. 

 
2.4 On 30th March 2011, Executive Board agreed to issue a draft informal policy for 

public consultation.  The consultation ran between 31st March and 6th May 2011 and 
24 responses were received.  Officers have considered the comments raised (see 
appendix B) and  have revised the draft policy accordingly 

3 Main issues 

3.1 Three main issues were identified from the consultation: 

i) is the cap of 3000 spaces proposed in the draft policy for consultation the right 
number?  
ii) is the “first come first served” approach for dealing with proposals appropriate? 
and 
iii) is the list of physical improvements expected for car parks to be approved 
reasonable? 

 



 

 

“The cap of 3000 spaces” 
 
3.2 In addition to the 1890 spaces that were subject to enforcement action during 2010,  

there are over 4000 further unauthorised spaces available for use.  Potentially, the 
proposed policy can also apply to cleared sites that have never been car parks 
before, of which there is thought to be more than 45ha.  A cap is needed to limit the 
number of car parking spaces that could be regularised so that road congestion is not 
exacerbated and the Council’s target for reducing carbon emissions and the 
objectives of the West Yorkshire Local Transport Plan are not compromised.  The 
draft policy subject to public consultation proposed a “cap” of 3000 spaces. However, 
the public consultation and other new information meant that the Council’s 
calculations behind the 3000 space cap needed to be reviewed 

 
3.3 The new information included the announcement of additional rolling stock for 

commuter trains into Leeds and more detailed information about the availability and 
lawfulness of commuter car parking spaces (see Appendix C).  The conclusion is that 
a “cap” of only 3200 would be more appropriate, which includes a 10% allowance for 
under occupancy.  It should also be noted that officer investigation revealed that  
nearly 700 of the 6000+ unauthorised available spaces are actually immune from 
enforcement action.  Hence, in practice a total of 3900 spaces would be retained 
under the proposed policy. 

 
“First come first served” 
 
3.4 Officers accept that the proposal in the draft policy that applications be considered on 

a “first come first served” basis would cause unfairness if date of submission was the 
only factor and if applications for more car parking spaces than the “cap” were 
submitted.  One or two respondents suggested different criteria which would enable 
certain site proposals to be preferred over others.  In situations of over-subscription, 
officers consider that it would be fairer and more transparent to offer a 3 month 
window for applications to be submitted after the adoption of the policy.  The 
applications could then be considered together.  It is suggested the following 
sequentially preferable list of factors would be worthy of consideration in helping to 
discriminate between applications: 

• Preference to sites that will generate least localised   Most important 
congestion or junction problems in Transport  
Assessments (assuming a baseline that ignores  
traffic generated by unauthorised car parks) 
 

•       Preference for sites which display high safety design 
features, such as good clear sight lines.  
Landscaping schemes should be designed so as  
not to impede sight lines or provide “places to hide”.  
 

• Preference for sites that contribute the greatest  
enhancement in terms of visual appearance and  
biodiversity. Good quality landscaping including 
greenery will be a plus. It will be recognised that  
larger sites may have the opportunity to install  



 

 

landscaping in the same locations as approved on  
permanent schemes; as such investment will be longer  
term, the landscaping quality will be expected to be  
higher than would otherwise be the case.   
 

• Preference for sites inside the city centre boundary 
 

• Preference to sites that contribute other beneficial    Least important 
temporary uses such as greenspace, sports pitches,  
public spaces, seating areas, electric charging points  
It will be recognised that smaller sites will not be 
capable of delivering large temporary uses. 

 

Physical Improvements 

3.5 A number of car park users and owner/operators felt that the physical improvements 
expected were in excess of what would be strictly necessary and would be too costly.  
However, officer calculations suggest that the costs of between approximately £1500 
and £3000 per space could be accommodated by increases to parking charges 
which would keep per-day parking fees competitive with public transport prices.  
Also, expectations for improvements will need to be proportionate to the scale of car 
park and potential to bear costs.  Overall, it is considered that the extra cost would be 
worth it to make the car parks more visually attractive.  In addition, applicants will be 
able to balance the improvements put forward in their applications in the context of 
their own assessment of cost and viability. 

 
3.6 In order to help to ensure that the landscaping and other improvements provide real 

enhancements rather than minimal “tick box” efforts, the policy is now supported by 
advice and illustrations of best practice.  This will give a greater steer to planning 
officers dealing with planning applications in making judgements on proposals, 
particularly where it may be necessary to distinguish between different schemes. 

Other Matters 

3.7 A number of further points were raised in the consultation exercise which have been 
summarised in Appendix B.  Some have prompted minor improvements to the text of 
the Policy.  Others do not warrant any further changes. 

3.8 Of interest, concerns were raised that the requirement for transport assessments and 
flood risk assessments to accompany planning applications could be too onerous.  
Officers consider that Transport Assessments will be required but they only need to 
be of a type and standard that is fit for purpose and proportionate to the scale and 
nature of the proposal.  To assist, officers have assembled guidance on what level of 
detail will normally be expected (Appendix D). 

3.9 The report to Executive Board 30th March 2011 presented a screening of whether 
Strategic Environmental Assessment (SEA) would be necessary.  The screening 
concluded that the proposed car parking policy would not need an SEA.  This 
conclusion has since been ratified by the Environment Agency and Natural England. 



 

 

4 Corporate Considerations 

4.1 Consultation and Engagement  

4.1.1 The informal policy was subject to 5 weeks of public consultation.  The main points 
of issue are discussed in section 3 above.  A summary of all comments and officer 
responses is provided in Appendix B. 

4.1.2 The new policy will apply equally to both Fringe and Core city centre car parking 
zones as defined in the UDP (see map at appendix 1).  For commuter car parking 
policy generally, there are stricter standards for the Core area because of better 
public transport accessibility and the greater need for short-stay spaces close to the 
Prime Shopping and Entertainment Quarters.  In the case of cleared sites being 
used for commuter car parking there are only one or two sites within the Core Area 
(Whitehall Road), and these are in a peripheral location to the main retail quarter 
where short stay demand is limited.  

4.1.3 The Council operates a small percentage of spaces within the fringe and core 
areas, meaning that the private sector influences the price of parking in the city 
quite considerably. This is moderated by there being several major providers 
allowing market forces to take effect. However, it should be noted that the LTP does 
provide guidelines on parking prices and it is recognised that changes in prices can 
displace parking patterns.  

4.1.4 This report recognises that the Wards identified above could be affected by parking 
displacement but the consultation period has allowed for local comments to be 
taken into account when designing this policy. 

4.1.5 The proposed policy is for a period of 5 years only at which point it will be reviewed 
in the light of public transport infrastructure changes. These changes will not occur 
overnight, and the consequences on parking and transport provision will be 
reviewed at each significant juncture.  

4.2 Equality and Diversity / Cohesion and Integration 

4.2.1 The report to Executive Board 30th March 2011 presented a scoping study of 
whether an Equality Impact Assessment (EIA) would be necessary.  The study 
concluded that the proposed car parking policy would not need an EIA. 

 
4.3 Council Policies and City Priorities 

4.3.1 The proposed informal policy cannot technically replace UDP policy which can only 
be changed through formal statutory processes.  However, the informal policy will 
act as a material consideration in planning decisions.  The fact that it has been 
subject to public consultation gives it more weight than if it had simply been adopted 
by the City Council. 

4.4 Resources and Value for Money  

4.4.1 There are no financial or resource implications arising from the information in this 
report. 



 

 

4.5 Legal Implications, Access to Information and Call In 

4.5.1 Legal Implications 

Enforcement Powers may be used against unauthorised car parks that are not 
regularised by this policy or against permitted schemes that fail to comply with 
planning conditions. 

4.5.2 Call-in 

  This is a key decision and is eligible for call-in.  

4.6 Risk Management 

4.6.1 There are no significant risks identified in this report. 

5  Conclusions 

5.1 In the context of long term objectives to reduce car commuting into the centre of 
Leeds, the proposed policy is considered to provide a pragmatic temporary solution 
to permit and regularise a limited number of car parks whilst waiting for public 
transport improvements and also achieving improvements to the appearance and 
quality of existing car parks and cleared sites.  

6  Recommendation 

6.1 The Executive Board is asked to approve the policy set out in Appendix A as a 
material consideration in planning decisions. 

6.2 As a temporary policy, to request that officers monitor impact in the context of public 
transport improvements and development in the city centre. 

7  Background documents  

7.1 None 
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City Centre Commuter Car Parking Policy 
July 2011 

 
 
CCCCP1.  To permit temporary car parks in the city centre core and fringe car 
parking areas to accommodate commuter car parking subject to: 
 
a) Physical improvements to the quality and appearance of the car park. 
Improvements may include the following: i) an attractive surface, making use of 
sustainable urban drainage solutions, ii) clear space markings, iii) appropriate 
landscaping, iv) security lighting, v) attractive means of enclosure and boundary 
treatment and vi) appropriate signage in terms of size and location. Physical 
improvement works and a maintenance programme should be agreed in writing with 
the City Council prior to planning permission being granted and implemented before 
commencement of operation of the car park, 
 
b) where the site is of a scale and location that pedestrian movement between 
different areas of the city is impeded and where security of pedestrians and vehicles 
would not be endangered, insertion of pedestrian linkages through the site, 
 
c) the total number of commuter car parking spaces permitted by this policy not 
exceeding 3200 for Leeds city centre Core and Fringe areas only, 
 
d) Permission being temporary for 5 years from the grant of planning permission. 
 
On expiry of the 5 year temporary planning permissions, the City Council will 
consider whether the delivery of public transport improvements would justify the 
cessation of the car parking or the granting of further temporary extensions of 
permission. 
  
Parts a) and b) of the policy will be informed by other planning policies and guidance 
notes adopted by Leeds City Council, for example on design and drainage. 
 
Further Explanation 
 
Policy Justification 
 
1. Unitary Development Plan (UDP) policy is the development plan for Leeds 
which has been subject to Examination so should be afforded considerable weight.  
Good reasons need to be advanced to justify any new informal policy which 
supersedes UDP policy.  In this case, it should be noted that UDP policy on 
commuting into the city centre was conceived on the basis of West Yorkshire Local 
Transport Plan objectives.  UDP paragraph 6.5.7 explains the overall objective is to 
reduce the rate of traffic growth, particularly into the city centre at peak periods, and 
this would include “…the promotion of all forms of public transport to provide an 
attractive alternative to the car, park and ride facilities in the suburbs…”  Since the 
UDP was originally adopted in 2001 the delivery of new public transport 
infrastructure such as Supertram/NGT and the provision of park-and-ride schemes 
has been delayed. The effect of the government’s spending cuts has further 
impacted on the ability of the Council to bring forward such schemes. Major 
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interventions of this nature are unlikely to be delivered in the short term. This new 
policy takes stock of non-delivery of public transport infrastructure and provides 
authority for an amount of commuter car parking to operate legitimately for a 
temporary 5 year period. 
 
Physical Improvement Considerations 
 
2. In return for permitting use for commuter car parking Policy CCCCP1 Policy 
expects that car parks will be improved to a  reasonable quality and appearance. 
This will be of benefit to the local environment, and will thus assist developers in 
these areas in marketing their developments to potential tenants. It will also improve 
security for users.   The following points provide guidance on what the policy expects 
as a minimum:  

• surfaces should be regular and unbroken and where possible include 
sustainable urban drainage solutions which protect against risks of water 
pollution;  

• appropriate landscaping will be expected to help break up and hide from view 
the density of vehicles; on the basis that many sites will be subject to a 
requirement for public space as part of permanent development schemes, it 
would make sense for the same areas to be laid out as the landscaped areas 
in the temporary car parks 

• security lighting should ensure that all parts of a car park are well lit during the 
hours of operation and hours of darkness 

• boundary treatments should be tidy and presentable 

• signage should be tidy and presentable and of an appropriate size and 
location on the site 

The Council’s other planning policies, for example on design and drainage, will 
ensure that the physical improvements are appropriate for the local context.  If the 
number of spaces proposed in planning applications exceeds the “cap” (see below), 
the quality of physical improvements will be considered as a means of distinguishing 
between schemes. 
 
Quantity of Car Parking Spaces 
 
3. Given the availability of unauthorised commuter car parking spaces in the 
centre of Leeds and potential for this policy to apply to newly cleared sites, an overall 
limit to the quantity of spaces that can be permitted is necessary.  Otherwise road 
congestion will be exacerbated and the Council would be undermining the policies 
set out in the West Yorkshire Local Transport Plan and its own targets to reduce 
CO2. 
 
5. A cap of 3200 spaces that can be permitted through this policy is set in order 
to help maintain the overall amount of car commuting to the centre of Leeds at 
roughly the same level.  It was calculated starting with the actual amount of parking 
on unauthorised spaces and followed by adjustments to account for greater use of 
lawful commuter car parking (on and off-street), enforceability of existing 
unauthorised spaces and recently agreed increases in seats on commuter trains. 
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Process for dealing with Planning Applications 
 
6. On initial adoption of the policy it is anticipated that there may be more 
applications submitted, which together with applications held in abeyance, will 
propose more spaces than the “cap”.  To help fairness, the City Council will consider 
together all applications submitted during an “application window” of 3 months from 
the date of adoption of the policy.   To deal with oversubscription the following 
sequential preferences will be assessed:   
 

• Preference to sites that will generate least localised   Most important 
congestion or junction problems in Transport  
Assessments (assuming a baseline that ignores  
traffic generated by unauthorised car parks) 
 

• Preference for sites that contribute the greatest  
enhancement in terms of visual appearance and  
biodiversity.  Good quality landscaping including 
greenery will be a plus. It will be recognised that  
larger sites may have the opportunity to install  
landscaping in the same locations as approved on  
permanent schemes; as such investment will be longer  
term, the landscaping quality will be expected to be  
higher than would otherwise be the case.   
 

• Preference for sites inside the city centre boundary 
 

• Preference to sites that contribute other beneficial   Least important 
temporary uses such as allotments, sports pitches,  
public spaces, seating areas, electric charging points  
It will be recognised that smaller sites will not be 
capable of delivering large temporary uses. 
 

 
Those sites subject to enforcement action during 2010 which had been given an 
amnesty will be offered 3 months to submit planning applications following adoption 
of this policy.  After this period, enforcement action will recommence on those sites 
that do not respond or do not secure temporary planning permission. 
 
Geographic distribution 
  
7. To avoid local traffic impacts that are greater than the network can 
accommodate each planning application should submit a Transport Assessment.  
Permission may be refused if unacceptable local traffic impacts would be 
generated1.  Guidance on what Transport Assessments should consist of will be 
provided by Leeds City Council. 
 

                                            
1
 It should be noted that if future planning applications are submitted for permanent use of a site, 
Leeds City Council will expect the transport assessment to compare the impact of the proposed use 
with a situation where the temporary car park has, or is assumed to have ceased operation. 
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8. The new policy will apply equally to both Fringe and Core city centre car 
parking zones as defined in the UDP (see map at appendix 1).  For commuter car 
parking policy generally, there are stricter standards for the Core area because of 
better public transport accessibility and the greater need for short-stay spaces close 
to the Prime Shopping and Entertainment Quarters; but in the case of cleared sites 
being used for commuter car parking there are only one or two sites within the Core 
Area (Whitehall Road), and these are in a peripheral location where short stay 
demand is limited. In addition, much of the existing commuter parking on cleared 
sites is used by people who work in the Core area, so applying further restrictions in 
the Core would not necessarily have any impact on overall levels of car use. On this 
basis it is unnecessary to have separate policy standards for both areas. 
 
Duration of permissions and cost 
10. Permissions should not be permanent or for such a long length of time that 
the City Council is unable to take stock of the impact of anticipated public transport 
infrastructure and park-and-ride schemes.  On the other hand, permissions need to 
be long enough to justify the investment that site owners/operators will have to make 
in physical improvements.  Officer calculations suggest that 5 years will be long 
enough for financial investment to be recouped.  5 years is also about the time when 
park-and-ride schemes might be realised. 
 
11. The 5 year period should normally begin when permission is granted as this 
builds in an automatic incentive for the owner to carry out improvement works 
promptly. If there are exceptional circumstances why works cannot be implemented 
promptly, alternative arrangements can be agreed. 
 
12. The physical improvement works should normally be completed within a 
reasonable period after temporary planning permission is granted.  A condition 
should make clear that the use for commuter car parking is not sanctioned until the 
physical improvements are completed.  A maximum of 3 months from date of 
planning permission is considered reasonable, but individual site circumstances 
might justify a longer period (for example, to take account of planting seasons) 
 
Flood Risk 
13. Some parts of Leeds city centre and fringe areas are classified as areas of 
high flood risk.  Even though the planning permissions achievable through this policy 
would only be for temporary periods, it is still necessary for the impact of flooding to 
be taken into account.  Therefore, in accordance with Leeds’ standard practice, all 
applications for car parking under this policy should submit Flood Risk Assessments.  
Guidance on what they should consist of will be provided by Leeds City Council.  It 
should also be noted that applications under this policy which concern land that is 
within 8 metres of the top of the bank of the river will require the prior consent of the 
Environment Agency.  
 
 
Useful website link: 
 
http://webarchive.nationalarchives.gov.uk/20110118095356/http:/www.cabe.org.uk/files/land-in-
limbo.pdf  
 



APPENDIX 1      CITY CENTRE COMMUTER PARKING MAP 
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