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planning report GLA/2547a/01 

2 March 2020 

                                Land at Woodfield Nursery, Cool Oak Lane  

in the London Borough of Barnet  

planning application no. 19/6696/FUL 

  

Strategic planning application stage 1 referral 

Town & Country Planning Act 1990 (as amended); Greater London Authority Acts 1999 and 2007; 
Town & Country Planning (Mayor of London) Order 2008. 

The proposal 

Demolition of existing structures and erection of 41 dwellings and the re-provision of accommodation 
for the existing landscape contractor business, together with associated car parking, open space, 
landscaping and new access arrangements onto Cool Oak Lane. 

The applicant 

The applicant is Taylor Wimpey North Thames, and the architect is KC+A Architects.  

Strategic issues summary 

Principle of development: The proposed residential development in an inaccessible location 
constitutes unsustainable development contrary to the London Plan and Intend to Publish London Plan 
(paras 18-20).  

Metropolitan Open land: The proposed development would have a substantial impact on the 
openness of the MOL and would be inappropriate development; the development does not therefore 
meet the NPPF exceptions tests and no very special circumstances have been demonstrated (paras 
21-39. 

Housing: 41 units proposed. Notwithstanding the objection to the unsustainable location of the 
housing proposals, the principle of 35% affordable housing is supported, but this provision does not 
constitute ‘very special circumstances’ that would justify the development with substantial impact on 
MOL (paras 40-52). 

Urban design: The development would significantly reduce the openness of MOL and is thus 
inappropriate in principle (paras 54-59). 

Transport: An entirely car dependent development in a PTAL 0 area is unsustainable and contrary to 
London Plan and Intend to Publish London Plan policy (paras 69-74). 

Further information on energy, urban greening and air quality is required (paras 62 – 68). 

Recommendation 

That Barnet Council be advised that the application does not comply with the London Plan, for the 
reasons set out in paragraph 78 of this report. The application does not need to be referred back to the 
Mayor if the Council resolves to refuse permission, but it must be referred back if the Council resolves 
to grant permission. 
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Context 

1 On 23 January 2020, the Mayor of London received documents from Barnet 
Council notifying him of a planning application of potential strategic importance to 
develop the above site for the above uses. Under the provisions of The Town & Country 
Planning (Mayor of London) Order 2008 the Mayor must provide the Council with a 
statement setting out whether he considers that the application complies with the London 
Plan, and his reasons for taking that view. The Mayor may also provide other comments. 
This report sets out information for the Mayor’s use in deciding what decision to make. 

2 The application is referable under the following Category of the Schedule to the 
Order 2008: 

• 3D.1(a)(b) ”Development on land allocated as Green Belt or Metropolitan Open 
Land in the development plan, in proposals for such a plan, or in proposals for the 
alteration or replacement of such a plan; and which would involve the construction 
of a building with a floorspace of more than 1,000 square metres or a material 
change in the use of such a building”. 

3 Once Barnet Council has resolved to determine the application, it is required to 
refer it back to the Mayor for his decision, as to whether to direct refusal or allow the 
Council to determine it itself, unless otherwise advised. In this instance if the Council 
resolves to refuse permission it need not refer the application back to the Mayor.    

4 The Mayor of London’s statement on this case will be made available on the GLA 
website www.london.gov.uk. 

Site description 

5 The application site is classified as Metropolitan Open Land (MOL), and is an 
irregular shaped 2.5-hectare plot, located on the south and west sides of Cool Oak Lane. 
The site is currently occupied by a landscape contractor business. The buildings on the 
site comprise glasshouses, polytunnels, a number of brick-built buildings and areas of 
parking and storage.  

6 To the north of Cool Oak Lane lies a playing field; to the east is a large area of 
allotment gardens; to the west lies the playing fields of Woodfield Park; and the southern 
boundary abuts an extension to Woodfield Park and the Welsh Harp Open Space situated 
along the northern bank of Brent Reservoir. The playing fields and the Reservoir are 
designated as Site of Importance for Nature Conservation (SINC), and also fall within the 
designated MOL. The site also falls within the wider background setting of the protected 
vistas extension view 5A.2 (Greenwich Park Wolfe statue to Tower Bridge).  

7 A pair of semi-detached dwellings, numbered 61 and 63 Cool Oak Lane and dog 
kennels adjoin the application site. There are mature and semi-matures trees along the 
boundaries of the site.  

8 The open setting of the site is typified by various leisure and sporting facilities, 
including Playing Fields and the Hendon Rifle & Canoe Club. The nearest built-up area of 
housing development starts on Wood Lane, to the north west of the site. 
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9 The site lies around 1 kilometre from the nearest bus corridors on the A5 West 
Hendon Broadway (part of the Strategic Road Network) to the east and Church Lane to the 
west. The site is also remote from any public transport station. As such it has a Public 
Transport Accessibility Level (PTAL) of 0, on a scale of 1-6 where 6 is most accessible. 
The site is also remote from any strategic cycling route.  

Details of the proposal 

10 The proposed development comprises demolition of existing buildings and 
structures and erection of 41 dwellings (35% affordable) and buildings for occupation by 
a landscape contractor business with associated parking, open space, landscaping and a 
new and amended access arrangements onto Cool Oak Lane. In summary, the 
development would provide: 

• 41 residential units  

• 35% affordable housing by unit  

• 400sq.m landscape contractor business  

• 62 parking spaces for residential dwellings + 16 for the landscape contractor 

Case history 

11 In terms of GLA case history, in 2009, the Mayor considered a Stage 1 (case ref: 
PDU/2547/01) application for an outline permission for the principle and means of access, 
for the erection of 90 dwellings and associated open space. The proposed development 
was considered inappropriate development on MOL. No very special circumstances were 
identified. Barnet Council subsequently refused the planning application (ref: H/03560/09).    

12 In 2000, Barnet Council granted permission (Ref: W04411G/00) for the use of the 
site as a garden nursery for the growing, buying, display and sale of garden produce. 
Demolition of polytunnels and the creation of a canopy around the retained glasshouse 
and associated car parking. 

13 In 2007, Barnet Council verified the authorised use of part of the site for a landscape 
design and construction operation including the buying in, holding and wholesale of plant 
stock and garden landscape materials with ancillary office and yard by issuing of a 
Certificate of Lawful Development (Ref W04411Q/07).  

14 In 2015, Barnet Council verified the use of the remainder of the site for a landscape 
design and construction operation including the buying in, holding and wholesale of plant 
stock and garden landscape materials with ancillary office and yard by issuing of a 
Certificate of Lawful Development (Ref: 15/04328/192).  

Strategic planning issues and relevant policies and guidance 

15 For the purposes of Section 38(6) of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 
2004, the development plan in force for the area is Barnet Council’s Core Strategy (2012); 
the Development Management Policies DPD (2013); and, The London Plan 2016 (The 
Spatial Development Strategy for London Consolidated with Alterations since 2011).  
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16 The relevant issues and corresponding policies are as follows:  

• Principle of development London Plan; 

• Metropolitan Open Land London Plan; 

• Housing     London Plan; Housing SPG; Housing Strategy;  
Shaping Neighbourhoods: Play and Informal 
Recreation SPG; Shaping Neighbourhoods: 
Character and Context SPG; Affordable Housing 
and Viability SPG; 

• Urban design    London Plan; Shaping Neighbourhoods:  
    Character and Context SPG; Housing SPG;  
    Shaping Neighbourhoods: Play and Informal  
                                           Recreation SPG; 

• Inclusive design   London Plan; Accessible London: Achieving an  
     Inclusive Environment SPG; 

• Climate change    London Plan; Sustainable Design and  
    Construction SPG; Mayor’s Environment  
    Strategy; 

• Transport    London Plan; Mayor’s Transport Strategy. 

 
17 The following are relevant material considerations: 

• the National Planning Policy Framework and National Planning Practice 
Guidance; and, 

• The London Plan – Intend to publish version (December 2019), which should 
be considered on the basis explained in the NPPF. 

Principle of development 

Achieving sustainable development 

18 Paragraph 11 of the NPPF applies a presumption in favour of sustainable 
development to planning decisions. This means that development proposals that accord 
with an up-to-date development plan should be approved. London Plan Policy 1.1 sets out 
the strategic objectives for development in London, including ensuring London has 
accessible neighbourhoods and becomes a world leader in improving the environment. 
Policies GG1 through to GG6 of the Intend to Publish London Plan set out new objectives 
for development in London, including supporting the intensification of land in areas well-
connected by public transport, enabling car-free lifestyles and supporting a strategic target 
of 80% of all journeys using sustainable transport.  

19 The location of the proposal is in an PTAL 0 area, with no reasonable access to 
public transport. The location of the site is isolated being on the fringe of a low density 
residential area and physical constraints of the existing highway network. This means the 
residents of the development would be entirely car dependent and isolated from public 
services and this reduces residential amenity. The proposed residential development is 
considered to be unsustainable in this location. 

20 Paragraph 9 of the NPPF states that local circumstances should be taken into 
account as part of the presumption in favour of sustainable development. The location 
means that any development would be reliant on access by car and isolated from services; 
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while the location does not preclude all development on the site, it is likely that even with a 
reduced quantum of housing that the proposal would still be unsustainable. The constraints 
of the site and the scale of the development means that other more sustainable sites for 
residential development in Barnet could be developed. As such, this proposal is 
considered to be contrary to the objectives of the London Plan and Intend to Publish 
London Plan and therefore constitutes unsustainable development. 

Metropolitan Open Land 

21 London Plan Policy 7.17 affords Metropolitan Open Land (MOL) the strongest 
possible protection, whilst Policy G3 of the Intend to Publish London Plan states that MOL 
should be protected from inappropriate development and proposals that harm MOL should 
be refused. Both policies state that national Green Belt policies, set out within the NPPF, 
apply to MOL and therefore MOL is offered the same protection as Green Belt. 

22 Paragraph 145 of the NPPF states that ‘a Local Planning Authority should regard 
the construction of new buildings as inappropriate in the Green Belt’. Exceptions to this are 
… (inter alia) (g) limited infilling or the partial or complete redevelopment of previously 
developed land, whether redundant or in continuing use (excluding temporary buildings), 
which would:  

‒ not have a greater impact on the openness of the Green Belt than the existing 
development; or  

‒ not cause substantial harm to the openness of the Green Belt, where the 
development would re-use previously developed land and contribute to meeting an 
identified affordable housing need within the area of the local planning authority. 

23 The applicant contends that the application site is previously developed land 
(PDL), and that the proposed development would not cause substantial harm to the 
openness of the MOL. As the development would include an affordable housing 
provision, the applicant contends that this meets the NPPF exception test for 
inappropriate development under paragraph 145(g).  

24 It is noted that the development would provide 35% affordable housing. This is 
addressed further below, but it could be acknowledged that it contributes to meeting an 
affordable housing need. As such, in order to establish whether the development meets 
the relevant exception test for inappropriate development, it is necessary to determine a) 
whether the site constitutes previously developed land and, and b) whether or not the 
development would have substantial impact on the openness of the Green Belt (MOL) 
compared to the existing development.  

Previously developed land (PDL) 

25 The site comprises a series of buildings, including some brick built buildings used 
for offices and storage, glasshouses and polytunnels, areas of open storage for plants, and 
areas of hardstanding used for parking and storage. The definition of PDL in the NPPF 
includes land which is or was occupied by a permanent structure, including the curtilage of 
the developed land. Although the applicant contends that the glasshouses benefit from 
planning permission and should be considered as permanent structures and part of PDL, it 
is noted that the glasshouses arguably, and the polytunnels certainly, are of temporary 
construction and cannot reasonably be considered as permanent structures. It is also 
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noted that the glasshouses and polytunnels sit on grassy land which, if the structures were 
removed, could return to an open grassed area, and area occupied by the polytunnel in 
particular cannot be said to form the curtilage of a permanent structure. Therefore, whilst 
some elements of the site would constitute PDL, it is officers’ view that not all of the site 
constitutes PDL. As explained further below, the development would result in extension of 
built development into areas that do not constitute PDL. 

Impact on openness 

26 Even if the whole site is considered to be PDL, the application would also have to 
demonstrate that there is no substantial impact on the openness of the MOL to meet the 
exception for inappropriate development. In this regard, the application proposes a 
substantial increase in the existing built floorspace and volume as set out in the table 
below. This increase in size as well as the spread of the development on the site, would 
result in a greater impact on the openness of the MOL than the existing development.  

Feature Existing proposed change 

Footprint 3,684.55 sq.m. 2,331.19 sq.m. -1,253.36 sq.m.* 

Floorspace 3,495.1 sq.m. 3,921.12 sq.m. +426.02 sq.m. 

Volume 13,980.78 m3 14,718.51m3 +737.73m3 

*NB the existing footprint and floorspace calculations include the area of the polytunnels 
which cannot be considered permanent structures. If these are excluded the footprint of 
PDL (permanent buildings) is much lower than outlined above – this should be clarified 
further by the applicant.  

27    The applicant notes that the buildings on the site have a combined footprint of 
3,684.55 sq.m, whereas the proposed development would have a combined footprint of 
2,331.19 sq.m, which is a reduction of 36.7% from the existing situations. However, it is 
noted that the existing calculations include the footprint of non-permanent structures, as 
explained above. In respect of the proposed floorspace and volume, the proposed 
development would result in an increase by 12.2% in floorspace and 5.3% increase in 
volume. The applicant suggests that the increase in floorspace and volume arises from 
residential accommodation set over two floors and that this should be set against the 
reduction in footprint from the replacement of single storey structures. It is once more 
noted, however, that the existing footprint calculation includes the area of non-
permanent structures (polytunnels and glasshouses) which would be replaced by 
permanent, brick-built two storey dwellings. 

28 As noted above, there are a number of buildings on the existing site, the majority 
are single storey buildings with modest scale and bulk. Whist the glasshouses and 
polytunnels do occupy a large area of the site, they are modest low-slung structures with 
shallow pitched roofs, which currently blend into the landscape, are non-permanent and 
are of appropriate agricultural nature in the MOL. Large areas of the site are open, 
grassy and free from built structures, despite being used for open storage. Therefore, 
the appearance of the existing buildings including the glasshouses and polytunnels 
combined with the relatively low height means that the existing development’s visual 
impact on the openness on this part of MOL is limited.   
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29 The proposed development seeks to erect 41 residential units and an office 
building. All buildings would be two storeys in height with greater scale and bulk than the 
existing structures. Taking account of an average sized two storey dwelling of between 
7.5 and 8.5 metres (approximately) in height, they would be significantly taller and 
bulkier than the current set of buildings on the site. The substantial scale of the 
proposed buildings would therefore increase the prominence of the development within 
the MOL, which would have a greater visual impact on the openness.   

30 It is acknowledged that large areas of hardstanding and ad-hoc storage would be 
removed. However, this is off-set by the fact that the proposed development would itself 
require an access road running almost the entire length of the site along with parking 
areas for each dwelling and the landscape contractor business. In addition, it is noted 
that while the amount of grassed area would increase, the proposed grassed area would 
mainly form the private gardens of the dwellings, used for domestic purposes and 
enclosed by boundary fencing.   

31 The proposal would result in built form spreading over the entire length and width 
of the site, including the areas currently covered by grass and non-permanent 
structures. Particularly on this northern half of the site, this would be a significant and 
clearly perceptible change. The development would result in the encroachment of 
substantial and permanent built development into open areas of land, resulting in 
physical reduction of openness and the increased visual prominence of built 
development on the site.  

32 Furthermore, the change in the nature of the use of the site from a low intensity 
landscape contractor use to a more intensive residential and business use would 
generate increased activity and traffic to and from the MOL, and appear urban in 
character which would further harm the openness of the MOL.  

33 By virtue of the factors raised above, it is considered that the proposal would 
result in a significant spread of development on the site, which would be greater in 
height and massing than the current modest sized structures and result in urban sprawl 
on the MOL. The proposal would therefore result in a substantially greater impact on the 
openness of the MOL. It would also conflict with at least one of the five purposes of 
including land within the Green Belt/MOL, which is to check the unrestricted sprawl of 
large built-up areas. For the above reasons, whether or not the site is considered to be 
PDL, it is considered that it does not meet any of the exceptions tests outlined in the 
NPPF, and is thus inappropriate development. Very special circumstances would need 
to be demonstrated for the development to be considered acceptable in principle, in this 
case.  

Very special circumstances 

34 Paragraph 143 of the NPPF states that inappropriate development is, by definition, 
harmful to the Green Belt and should not be approved except in ‘very special 
circumstances.’ According to paragraph 144 of the NPPF, when determining applications, 
LPAs should ensure that substantial weight is given to any harm to the Green Belt/MOL; 
‘very special circumstances’ will not exist unless the potential harm to Green Belt/MOL by 
reason of inappropriateness, and any other harm resulting from the proposal, is clearly 
outweighed by other considerations. 



 page 8 

35 The applicant contends that the proposal represents an appropriate form of 
development on the MOL and that a case for very special circumstances does not need 
to be made. Notwithstanding this, the applicant has also set out a case that should it be 
considered that there is harm caused to the openness, the second strand of the NPPF 
paragraph 145 (g) should be taken into consideration, which allows some harm (not 
substantial) to the openness where a development contributes to meeting an identified 
affordable housing need within the area of the local planning authority. As detailed 
above, officers consider that the proposal would cause substantial harm to openness, 
and therefore exceptions test (g) does not apply, whether or not the scheme provides 
affordable housing. Nevertheless, the extent to which the provision of housing and 
affordable housing constitutes a “very special circumstance” is considered below, for 
completeness: 

36 The applicants reference the housing need in London and in LB Barnet, and state 
that the scheme would deliver 35% affordable housing and contribute to the pressing 
need in Barnet, which is not meeting its housing targets.  

37 The provision of affordable housing is clearly welcomed and supported in 
principle. However, in accordance with London Plan policy, affordable housing should be 
provided as part of all residential proposals and its provision is therefore a policy 
requirement. With regard to meeting housing targets, the London Plan housing targets 
for each borough are based on a Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment 
(SHLAA), a key principle of which is that the target can be met without the need to 
consider sites in Green Belt or MOL. As such, Barnet would be expected to address its 
housing need in accordance with current planning policy and without developing on 
MOL. The provision of housing and affordable housing therefore does not, in GLA 
officers’ view, constitute very special circumstances which outweigh the harm to the 
openness of the MOL.  

38   With regards to creation of new publicly accessible open space and ecological 
enhancements in the southern part of the site, as noted in London Plan Policy 7.17 and 
Policy G3 of the Intend to Publish London Plan, the Mayor is keen to see improvements 
in the quality and accessibility of MOL and Green Chains, and these benefits are 
therefore supported and welcomed.  Arguably, though, they could be achieved without 
the scale of inappropriate development proposed and would in most cases be a policy 
requirement of any development.  These improvements, therefore, despite welcomed, 
do not constitute very special circumstances which outweigh the harm to the openness. 
 
Development on MOL - conclusion 

39 In this case, the proposed development would result in substantial harm to the 
openness by reason of the substantial increase in built volume, increase in the extent of 
site coverage of permanent built development and the intensification of the use. The 
development does not therefore meet the exceptions tests for inappropriate 
development outlined in the NPPF. No very special circumstances case has been put 
forward by the applicant, and in view of GLA officers no very special circumstances 
exist. The development therefore constitutes inappropriate development. 
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Housing and affordable housing  

40 Notwithstanding the unsustainable location for residential development and the 
inappropriate nature of development on this MOL site, an assessment against London 
Plan and Intend to publish London Plan housing policy and other relevant policies is 
provided below. 

41 The breakdown in the proposed housing mix and tenure is tabled below.   

Units Market housing Affordable Rent Shared Ownership Total 

One bed  0 units 8 units 2 units 10 units 

Two bed 8 units 2 units 0 units 10 units 

Three bed 8 units 0 units 2 units 10 units 

Four bed 11 units 0 units 0 units 11 units 

Total 27 units 10 units (71%) 4 units (29%) 41 units 

 

Affordable Housing  

42 London plan Policy 3.3 and Policy H1 of the Intend to Publish London Plan seek to 
increase housing supply in the capital and assign boroughs ten-year housing targets.  

43 London Plan Policy 3.12 seeks to maximum reasonable amount of affordable 
housing. Policy H4 of the Intend to Publish London Plan and the Mayor’s Affordable 
Housing and Viability SPG set a strategic target of 50% affordable housing. Policy H5 
‘Threshold approach to applications’ identifies a minimum threshold of 35% (by habitable 
room) affordable housing, whereby applications providing that level of affordable housing, 
with an appropriate tenure split, without public subsidy, and meeting other relevant policy 
requirements and obligations to the satisfaction of the borough and the Mayor, can follow 
the ‘Fast Track Route’ set out in the SPG; this means that they are not required to submit a 
viability assessment or be subject to a late stage viability review. 

44 The starting point for a fast track tenure mix is at least 30% low cost rent (social 
or affordable rent) and at least 30% intermediate (with London Living Rent and shared 
ownership being the default tenures). The remaining 40% is then to be determined by 
the LPA, as set out in the Affordable Housing and Viability SPG and Policy H7 of the 
Mayor’s Intend to Publish London Plan. In addition, for a development to be eligible for 
the Fast Track Route, it must meet other relevant policy requirements and obligations to 
the satisfaction of the borough and the Mayor as required by Policy H5.C of the Intend to 
Publish London Plan.  
 
45 As discussed above, the proposed development is considered to be unsustainable 
in this location and inappropriate development on the MOL contrary London Plan Policies. 
Therefore, the proposed development does not meet the requirements of the Fast Track 
Route.  

 



 page 10 

46 The applicants state that the application is submitted under the Fast Track Route 
and the proposed development is for a 35% affordable housing offer calculated by unit, 
split 29:71 shared ownership/affordable rent. The affordable housing offer is currently not 
calculated by habitable room as required by Policy H5 of the Intend to Publish London Plan 
and is not eligible for the Fast Track Route. In addition, the tenure split does not specify the 
type of affordable rent units.  

47 The applicant should provide additional information on the level of affordable 
housing offer to be calculated by habitable room to be eligible for the Fast Track Route. In 
accordance with Policy H5 of the London Plan Intend to Publish Version, the S106 
agreement must include an early stage viability review mechanism to be triggered if an 
agreed level of progress on implementation has not been made within two years of any 
planning permission.  

48 If the Fast Track Route eligibility criteria cannot be met as set out above, the 
applicant would be required to follow the viability tested route and have a financial viability 
assessment robustly assessed by the GLA’s viability team. In addition, a late stage review 
would also be required and secured within the S106 to optimise affordable housing 
delivery in accordance with strategic policy objectives. 

49 The provision of affordable housing would be welcomed in principle in a 
development that did not constitute inappropriate development in an unsustainable 
location. However, as outlined above the provision of affordable housing does not in 
itself constitute very special circumstances that would make inappropriate development 
acceptable on this MOL site. 
 
Residential unit size mix 

 
50 London Plan Policy 3.8 and London Plan Intend to Publish Version Policy H12 
encourage a full range of housing choice. The proposed accommodation mix is 24.40% 
1-bedroom units, 24.40% 2-bedroom units, 24.40% 3-bedroom units and, 26.80% 4-
bedroom units. The provision of family sized units is supported in principle, in line with 
local need.  
 
51 London Plan Policy 3.11 sets out a strategic priority for the provision of affordable 
family housing. As set out above, the proposal is for 35% affordable housing as 71% 
affordable rent and 29% shared ownership. The affordable rent offer comprises 1 and 2 
bedroom units and does not include 3-bedroom units. In any residential development 
which is acceptable in principle, the affordable housing offer should be maximised for 
the number of family sized units within social/affordable rent, in accordance with the 
Council’s requirements.  

 
Children’s playspace 

 
52 London Plan Policy 3.6 and Plan Policy S4 of the intend to publish London Plan 
sets out the expectation that housing proposals should make provision for play and 
informal recreation, based on the expected child population generated by the scheme 
and an assessment of future needs. Using the methodology within the Mayor’s Shaping 
Neighbourhoods: Play and Informal Recreation SPG, it is anticipated that there will be 
approximately 24.1 children within the development based on current housing mix. The 
guidance sets a benchmark of 10 sq.m. of useable child playspace to be provided per 
child, with under-5-year olds playspace provided on-site as a minimum. As such, in any 
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residential development which is acceptable in principle, the development should make 
provision for 241.3 sq.m. of playspace within the application site boundaries. 

 
53 The open space provided on the southern part of the site, incorporating the 
ecological area within the application site identifies a total of 5,082 sq.m. of open space. 
A further communal open space of 271 sq.m is provided to the south of plots 9-12. 
Although the amount of open space provided exceeds the requirement, a large part of 
open space is located away from the residential dwellings adjacent to the landscape 
contractor business. The applicant should consider the location and design of the play 
space as well as the design of equipment provided in the play areas to ensure that it is 
safe and accessible for all residents. The applicant must also demonstrate that all 
playspace is available to all children within the development and not segregated by 
tenure type, in accordance with Policy S4 of the Intend to Publish London Plan. The 
ongoing availability of all playspace to all children in the development must be secured 
by appropriate conditions of approval. 

Urban design 

54 Given the site’s designation, a key consideration in urban design terms is the 
visual impact the proposals will have on the open quality of MOL. London Plan policies 
and the NPPF make it clear that in all cases, built form must be designed so as to 
minimise its visual impact on the openness of Green Belt/MOL. 

55 Notwithstanding the inappropriate nature of the development and its impact on the 
openness of the MOL which is detailed in the principle of development section above, in 
terms of layout and design, the proposed development would comprise of a mixture of 
flatted, maisonettes, terraced, semi-detached and detached dwellings taking reference 
from the two storey houses with gardens from the surrounding context. The broad layout 
principle of arranging units to create a consistent, active street frontage could be supported 
on a site which is considered appropriate for residential development 

56 Residential dwellings, and notably, all proposed affordable units are located 
adjacent to the existing kennels and the proposed landscape contractor business, which 
are noise generating uses. Details of noise mitigation measures would need to be provided 
to ensure that residential and business activities can successfully co-exist on the site. In 
addition, all affordable units are concentrated on one side of the site. The layout of the 
development should ensure that affordable and market units are appropriately distributed 
within the site to avoid segregation.  

57 The application site falls within the background setting of the protected vistas 
extension view 5A.2 (Greenwich Park Wolfe statute to Tower Bridge). Given a two storey 
height of the proposed buildings, the proposed development is unlikely to impact the 
protected view.  

Residential quality 
 
58 The new residential units would be provided as a mix of flats, maisonettes, 
terraced, semi-detached and detached dwellings with private gardens and communal 
open areas. The internal space within the units would be designed to generally comply 
with the nationally described space standards (DCLG Technical housing standards 
2015) which are supported by the Mayor’s Housing SPG. Majority of the dwellings would 
be dual aspect with gardens which is also supported. The flatted building facing Cool 
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Oak Lane includes north facing single aspect units. London Plan Intend to Publish 
Version Policy D6 states that housing development should maximise the provision of 
dual aspect dwellings, providing single aspect dwellings only where it is considered a 
more appropriate design solution. In these instances, it should be demonstrated that 
single aspect dwellings will have adequate passive ventilation, daylight and privacy, and 
avoid overheating. In any residential development which is acceptable in principle, the 
applicant should re-consider this layout and avoid north facing single aspect residential 
units. 
 

 Fire statement 
 
59 In accordance with Policy D12 ‘Fire safety’ of the Intend to Publish London Plan, all 
major development proposals should be submitted with a Fire Statement, which is an 
independent fire strategy, produced by a third party, suitably qualified assessor. The 
applicant is as such required to submit a Fire Statement by a third party suitably qualified 
assessor. In any residential development which is acceptable in principle, the council 
should secure the implementation of the Fire Statement through an appropriate condition. 

Inclusive design 

60 Inclusive design principles should be embedded into the development and design 
process from the outset. The aims of London Plan Policy 7.2 and Policy D3 of the intend to 
publish London Plan are to ensure that proposals achieve the highest standards of 
accessibility and inclusion (not just the minimum). London Plan Policy 3.8 and Policy D5 of 
the intend to Publish London Plan require that 90% of new housing meets Building 
Regulation requirement M4 (2) ‘accessible and adaptable dwellings’ and 10% of new 
housing meets Building Regulation requirement M4 (3) ‘wheelchair user dwellings’.  

61 This information has not been provided with the submission. A full access strategy 
would be required as part of any approval, addressing levels within the site, accessibility 
from public transport, the accessibility of communal areas, amenity space, playspace and 
refuse and cycle stores, and building entrances and circulation spaces. It is noted that 
shared surfaces are proposed within the estate. To ensure the safety and comfort of 
disabled users, vehicle and pedestrian routes should be clearly and physically separate, 
and further information should be submitted on this. Each wheelchair adaptable dwelling 
should be provided with an accessible parking space. In any development which is 
acceptable in principle, the Council should secure compliance with Building Regulations 
M4 (2) and M4 (3) by condition and ensure that a minimum of 10% of units are delivered 
as wheelchair accessible units from the outset. 

Climate change  

Energy 

62 The following comments on climate change are offered notwithstanding the in-
principle objection to the provision of the development on MOL.  

63 The Energy Hierarchy has broadly been followed; however, further revisions and 
information are required before the proposal can be considered acceptable to comply with 
Policies 5.2 and 5.13 of the London Plan as well as Policies SI2 and SI13 of the Intend to 
Publish London Plan.  
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64 The carbon dioxide savings meet the on-site target set within Policy 5.2 of the 
London Plan for both domestic and non-domestic use. The applicant has confirmed that 
£69,535 will be paid into the borough’s offset fund, equivalent to 39 tonnes of carbon 
dioxide per annum; evidence of correspondence with the borough confirming this should 
be provided, and the figure secured in a s106 agreement. 

65 The applicant has carried out an investigation and there are no existing or planned 
district heating networks within the vicinity of the proposed development. Correspondence 
from Barnet Council confirming that there are no networks under development in the 
vicinity of the development should be provided. Detailed comments have been forwarded 
to the LPA and the applicant under separate cover in this regard. 

Green infrastructure 

66 The applicant should calculate the proposed development’s Urban Greening Factor 
(UGF), as set out in Policy G5 of the Intend to Publish London Plan, and aim to achieve 
the specified target score, along with a supporting drawing showing surface cover types. In 
accordance with Policy G5 the proposed development should achieve a UGF score of at 
least 0.4. Calculation of the UGF should be provided prior to Stage 2. 

Biodiversity 

67 London Plan Policy 7.19 and Policy G6 of the Intend to Publish London Plan both 
stipulate that development proposals should seek to enhance the biodiversity from the 
start. The Ecological Appraisal submitted with the application notes that there are unlikely 
to be adverse impacts on designations within the surrounding area. The habitats within the 
site support nesting birds and as such mitigation measures are included to minimise the 
risk of harm to the protected species. The proposed development includes biodiversity 
enhancements which should be secured as a condition.  

Air quality 

68 In terms of the air quality, the proposed development would increase traffic levels to 
and from the site. An air quality assessment has not been carried out at this stage. The 
applicant should provide these details prior to determination of the application.  

Transport  

69 The application site has a level PTAL 0. It is noted that there is no reasonable 
potential to improve public transport connections due to the site’s isolated location on the 
fringe of a low density residential area and physical constraint of the existing highway 
network, namely Cool Oak Lane. It is also noted that there are no amenities within 
reasonable walking distance to the site. Given the scale and location of the proposed 
development, the development would be completely car-based which would not provide 
good connectivity. As a result of this, the development is highly unsustainable, and not in 
conformity with the London Plan, Intend to Publish London Plan and the National Planning 
Policy Framework.  
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70 No off-site walking and cycling improvements have been proposed in line with Policy 
T2 of the Intend to Publish London Plan. Cool Oak Lane has intermittent footways, limited 
lighting or active frontage and is therefore considered unattractive for pedestrians or 
cyclists, and there is limited scope for significant improvements given the physical 
constraints of this road and its surroundings. The applicant has neither provided a Travel 
Plan to promote sustainable travel behaviour by future residents nor proposed any 
improvement to facilitate walking and cycling between the site and amenities in the West 
Hendon area. The Mayor’s Intend to Publish London Plan requires all development 
proposals to facilitate the delivery of the Mayor’s strategic target of 80% of all trips in 
London to be made by foot, cycle or public transport. Given the location and nature of the 
proposed development, it is unlikely that the development will contribute towards achieving 
this target.  

71 It is proposed to provide 62 car parking spaces for the residential dwellings (a ratio 
of 1.5 spaces per dwelling) plus 16 spaces for the existing landscape contractor on site. 
The level of parking required for the site reinforces the car dependent nature, which further 
contributes towards an unsustainable nature of the development. Insufficient information is 
included in relation to the level of disabled parking and electric vehicles charging points to 
be provided, which is contrary to Policy T6 of the Intend to Publish London Plan.  

72 The proposal includes 12 cycle parking spaces for the apartments; individual cycle 
storage sheds are proposed for each dwelling; and Sheffield stands are proposed for the 
commercial premises. The applicant would need to increase this in line with Policy T5 of 
the Intend to Publish London Plan. The applicant should also demonstrate that design of 
the cycle parking facilities would be in line with the London Cycle Design Standards 
(LCDS).   

73 The proposals include a new access onto Cool Oak Lane and an upgrade of an 
existing access. Barnet Council should seek a stage 1 safety audit for both accesses to 
understand what improvement should be made. In terms of vehicular impact, the car 
dependent nature of the proposed development would exacerbate the existing congestion 
on the A5.     

74 In summary, the proposed development is considered to be unsustainable due to its 
car dependent nature in a location with PTAL level of 0, and is contrary to the objectives of 
the London Plan and the Intend to Publish London Plan.   

Local planning authority’s position 

75 Barnet Council is still assessing the proposal and a targeted planning committee 
meeting date is not known at this stage.   

Legal considerations 

76 Under the arrangements set out in Article 4 of the Town and Country Planning 
(Mayor of London) Order 2008 the Mayor is required to provide the local planning 
authority with a statement setting out whether he considers that the application complies 
with the London Plan, and his reasons for taking that view. Unless notified otherwise by 
the Mayor, the Council must consult the Mayor again under Article 5 of the Order if it 
subsequently resolves to make a draft decision on the application, in order that the Mayor 
may decide whether to allow the draft decision to proceed unchanged or direct the 
Council under Article 6 of the Order to refuse the application. There is no obligation at 
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this present stage for the Mayor to indicate his intentions regarding a possible direction, 
and no such decision should be inferred from the Mayor’s statement and comments. 

Financial considerations 

77 There are no financial considerations at this stage. 

Conclusion 

78 London Plan and the Mayor’s Intend to Publish London Plan policies on Metropolitan 
Open Land is the key strategic issue relevant to this planning application. The 
development constitutes inappropriate development on Metropolitan Open Land and very 
special circumstances have not been demonstrated in this case. The application 
therefore does not comply with the London Plan as set out below: 

• Principle of development:  The proposed residential development in an 
inaccessible location constitutes unsustainable development contrary to London 
Plan and intend to publish London Plan 

• Metropolitan Open Land: The development would have a substantial impact on 
the openness of the MOL and would be inappropriate development; the 
development does not therefore meet the NPPF exceptions tests and no very 
special circumstances have been demonstrated. The proposals thus fail the 
requirements of Policy 7.17 of the London Plan, Policy G3 of the Intend to Publish 
London Plan and the NPPF.  

• Housing and affordable housing: 41 units proposed. Notwithstanding the 
objection to the unsustainable location of the housing proposals, the principle of 
35% affordable housing is supported, but this provision does not constitute ‘very 
special circumstances’ that would justify the development with substantial impact 
on MOL. The application currently does not fully comply with Policy H5 to be 
eligible for a Fast Track Route. The applicant should clarify the affordable housing 
offer by habitable room, and appropriate tenure split in favour of affordable rent. 
The on-site playspace provision should be appropriately demonstrated and 
secured by condition.   

• Urban design: The development would significantly reduce the openness of MOL 
and is thus inappropriate in principle. Notwithstanding this, the applicant should 
provide information on equal distribution of affordable and market units within the 
site to avoid segregation. The application should re-consider the positioning of 
single aspect north facing units.  

• Climate change: Further information has been requested on the energy strategy, 
urban greening and air quality. 

• Transport:  An entirely car dependent development in a PTAL 0 area is 
unsustainable and contrary to London Plan and Intend to Publish London Plan 
policy. 
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For further information, contact the GLA Planning Team: 
Debbie Jackson, Interim Head of Built Environment 
020 7983 4500 email debbie.jacksonn@london.gov.uk 
John Finlayson, Head of Development Management 
020 7084 2632  email john.finlayson@london.gov.uk 
Allison Flight, Deputy Head of Development Management 
020 7084 2820  email alison.flight@london.gov.uk 
Katherine Wood, Team Leader 
020 7983 5743  email katherine.wood@london.gov.uk 
Areena Berktold, Case Officer 
email areena.berktold@london.gov.uk 
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