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1. Introduction 
 
1.1 The following statement has been prepared by the London Borough of 
Hillingdon (“Hillingdon”), in consultation with the London Borough of Barnet (“Barnet”), 
who do not consider that the broad spatial distribution of housing proposed in the Plan 
is justified and that it would not contribute to the objective of achieving sustainable 
development. This is in specific reference to:  
 

 Minimising the need to travel and maximising the use of sustainable transport 
modes. 

 Respecting the character and appearance of different parts of London. 

 
2. The Broad Spatial Distribution of Housing  
 
2.1 The draft London Plan (2017) is proposing a significant transformation in the 
spatial distribution of housing when compared to the current London Plan (2016). 
Appendix 1 demonstrates how Outer London is now expected to accommodate the 
majority of London's housing growth, which rises to over 60% when the Mayoral 
Development Corporations (MDCs) are taken into account.  
 
2.2  Whilst this shift in distribution is significant in itself, it becomes more so when 
one considers the total annual increase of 22,547 homes on the current London Plan 
(2016) target. The increase is almost entirely being made up of an additional 17,699 
homes being allocated to Outer London, which almost doubles the current target for 
Outer London in the London Plan (2016).  
 
2.3  This shift is evident when examining the cluster of Outer West London 
Boroughs in Appendix 2. There is a cumulative annual increase of 6,838 homes 
(95.7%), with all six London boroughs seeing substantial increases to their allocated 
targets, the highest of which is Hillingdon (177.8%). 
 
2.4  Whilst the distribution of housing on large sites remains relatively evenly split 
between Outer and Inner London, Appendix 3 demonstrates that for small sites the 
majority is targeted in Outer London (67.7%).  
 
2.5  Whilst the quantitative shift of housing targets to Outer London remains the 
fundamental concern, it is also apparent that there is a lack of recognition of the very 
important differences of character and context in Outer London, which exist in the 
current London Plan (2016). As a more general point, the Plan has taken a more 
prescriptive approach, with policies that fail to recognise the distinction between Inner 
and Outer London.  
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3. Sustainable Transport   
 
3.1 Paragraph 34 of the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) (2012) states 
that plans should ensure developments that generate significant movement are 
located where the need to travel will be minimised and the use of sustainable transport 
modes can be maximised.  
 
3.2 Section 2 of this statement has outlined the fundamental shift in the distribution 
of housing so that Outer London is now expected to accommodate the majority of 
London's housing growth. 
 
3.3 However, utilising Transport for London's (TfL) measurement of Public 
Transport Accessibility Level (PTAL), Appendix 4 shows the percentage of the current 
population who are within an area with a PTAL rating of 2 or less. Of course, PTAL 
only combines information about the proximity of public transport services and the 
frequency of these services. PTAL does not consider the locations or services you can 
reach using public transport, which is particularly pertinent in Outer London where 
accessibility to services by public transport is restricted, as outlined in Paragraph 3.7. 
 
3.4 Appendix 4 demonstrates that accessibility to public transport is far higher in 
Inner London than Outer London. Under the current London Plan (2016) this is 
reflected by the majority of housing being designated within Inner London, albeit not 
to a sufficient degree to mirror the significantly better public transport levels.  
 
3.5 However within the draft London Plan (2017), the majority of housing is 
proposed to be allocated in Outer London. Therefore, at a high level, the spatial 
distribution of homes cannot be considered to be consistent with Paragraph 94 of the 
NPPF (2012).  
 
3.6 Importantly, there is also variation within the public transport accessibility of 
Outer London Boroughs, with edge of London boroughs having worse accessibility to 
public transport than the 64.3% outlined in Appendix 4. Taking the example of the 
Hillingdon, 86.24% of the population resides within an area with a PTAL of 2 or less.       
 
3.7 In order to evaluate how residents of new homes would travel, Hillingdon has 
also examined where the points of interest within the Borough are and how easily 
accessible they are by public transport. Page19 of Hillingdon’s Parking Standards 
Justification (NLP/AD/25) indicates that, from a sample of 2,506 points of interest, 86% 
of these are located within a PTAL of 3 or less.  
 
3.8 The SHLAA (2017) has identified capacity for 40,047 new homes a year on 
large sites. Analysis as to their correlation with PTAL appears to be limited to 
Paragraph 5.4 of the assessment, which indicates that 56% of this capacity is identified 
within PTAL 4-6.  
 
3.9 There is therefore limited analysis as to the extent to which large sites have 
been identified in areas with poor public transport accessibility in Outer London 
Boroughs. However, a basic review of Outer London Boroughs in Figure 10.1 of the 
SHLAA suggests that the majority of capacity allocated to large sites with a PTAL of 
less than 4-6 is based in Outer London Boroughs.  
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3.10 In regards to the relationship between the modelled approach to small sites and 
sustainable transport, this relationship is examined within the WLA’s Small Site 
SHLAA Critique, most obviously within Chapter 9 of Part A in the section titled The 
Impact of PTAL Ratings and Connectivity Indicators for Small Site Modelling 
Assumptions. A summary of the relevant points is outlined below, which demonstrate 
how the modelled approach has identified capacity in unsustainable locations.   
 

3.11 As previously outlined, PTAL is a relatively narrow measure of the quality of 
public transport access and the use of other sustainable transport modes. It ignores 
the more nuanced pattern of movement across west London where the proportion of 
people who travel to work by car exceeds the London-wide and Outer-London 
averages. Furthermore, the application of an ‘as the crow flies’ buffer around all 
stations ignores the reality of actual accessibility levels and distances. 
 
3.12 Evaluating how PTAL has been used, the qualifying criteria for Policy H2 means 
that equal weighting is given to locations within either a PTAL > 3 or 800m catchment 
of a station or town centre. Therefore areas with a PTAL 0-2 but within a relevant 800m 
buffer remain captured by the model. This is best illustrated in Appendix 6 of Part A, 
where all of the Output Areas have been mapped with PTALs 0-2 hatched. It is evident 
that there are some stations, especially those away from the town centre hierarchy, 
where none of the relevant station buffer contains areas of PTAL 3+. 
 
3.13 Looking beyond PTAL, the study also identifies the proportion of people who 
Travel to Work using private modes within 800m station buffers in Table 9.13. In all of 
these examples, at least 30% of Travel to Work trips are undertaken using private 
modes. This demonstrates that, in West London Boroughs, residents who are within 
800m of a station are still reliant on private modes of travel to work, due to the complex 
patterns of travel that exist and the lack of sustainable transport modes to facilitate 
this.   
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4. Character and Appearance   
 
4.1 Paragraph 58 of the NPPF (2012) states that planning policies should aim to 
ensure that development responds to local character and history, reflect the identity of 
local surroundings and materials, while not preventing or discouraging appropriate 
innovation. 
 
4.2 Policy H2 of the draft London Plan outlines that local authorities should 
recognise that local character evolves over time and will need to change in appropriate 
locations to accommodate additional housing provision and increases in residential 
density through small housing developments. This statement in itself appears contrary 
to the notion of responding to existing local character and history.  
 

4.3 Whilst a small degree of change in character is inevitable across the period of 
the Plan, in terms of the spatial distribution of housing, the allocation of 16,643 homes 
a year on small sites in Outer London Boroughs is of such a magnitude that it will 
cause significant and irreversible damage to local character in certain locations. Such 
damage includes, but is not limited to, the following:  

 
• The demolition of traditional housing from the early part of the 20th century, 
with spacious layout, urban features and traditional materials, resulting in the 
relentless incremental erosion of the cherished streetscene. 

 
• Loss of front and rear gardens for extensions, ancillary buildings and offsite 
parking, leading to the loss of amenity, biodiversity and flood mitigation. 

 
• The loss of family housing through conversions or demolition & rebuild for flats 
will reduce the stock of family accommodation and thus drive this demographic 
out of the suburbs. People are key to the character of an area and families 
remain key to suburban identity.  

 
• Replacement dwellings not respecting the heights, plots, materials and bulk 
and massing layout of the original established houses within a street. 

 
• Loss of boundary treatments such as walls and hedging for large areas of 
hard surfaced car parking. 

 
• Loss of un-designated open space, which is particularly prevalent to the 
character of Metroland and Wider-West London, compromising both their 
character and amenity. 
 

4.4 It is not considered that the cumulative impact on character and appearance of 
the spatial distribution of small sites in Outer London Boroughs has been assessed 
within the London Plan evidence base. Instead, the Plan assumes the character and 
appearance of these areas is a dispensable asset that is outweighed by the need for 
housing.   
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4.5 The modelled approach to calculating small site capacity is considered to be 
particularly unresponsive to any reflection of local character. Whilst an assumption 
around conservation areas is included, this ignores locally designated areas with 
particularly high local character, such as Areas of Special Local Character in the case 
of the London Borough of Hillingdon.  
 
4.6 Furthermore, there is no attempt to attach any weight to the value of suburban 
character more broadly. The large site calculations utilise the SHLAA Character Map 
in determining density, identifying suburban areas and reducing the density 
assumptions for sites accordingly. In principle, this SHLAA Character Map could have 
been employed to at least consider the suburban character as a starting point in the 
modelled approach.  
 
4.7 Within the Part A of the West London Small Sites Critique, the SHLAA 
Character Map has been applied to the catchment areas and the findings outlined in 
Table 9.2 and 9.3. This indicates that within the defined catchment areas, 72,471 
dwellings (26.7%) are, by the GLA’s own Character Map, classified as suburban in 
character.   
 
4.8 Whilst the application of the SHLAA Character Map could be considered a start 
in assessing the value of suburban character, the methodology used to define the 
SHLAA character map is itself overly simplified and a rather crude measure. The value 
of suburban character is considered to be wider reaching and more complex than the 
SHLAA Character Map indicates.  
 
4.9 Whilst the reference in Policy H2 to preparing area-wide design codes is noted, 
aside from being a resource intensive and unattainable objective, these would still 
need to align with undeliverable targets and would therefore be largely ineffective as 
a tool for mitigating the damage to the character of the areas.  
 
5. Conclusion  
 
5.1 To conclude, the broad spatial distribution of housing proposed in Outer London 
would not achieve the objective of sustainable development in regards to minimising 
travel and maximising the use of sustainable transport and is therefore considered 
inconsistent with Paragraph 34 of NPPF (2012).  
 
5.2 The disproportionate number of new homes being allocated in Outer London, 
when sustainable transport options are significantly better in Inner London, is not the 
most appropriate strategy and should therefore not be considered justified either.  
 
5.3 In regards to respecting character and appearance, the disproportionate 
distribution of small sites to Outer London has not been based on an assessment of 
its damage to suburban areas or any other proportionate evidence and thus cannot be 
considered justified and is ultimately in conflict with Paragraph 58 of NPPF (2012). 
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Appendices  
 
Appendix 1: Change in Spatial Distribution of Homes 
 

 
(2016) % (2017) % 

Outer 18,090 42.7% 35,789 55.1% 

MDCs 1,471 3.5% 3,528 5.4% 

Inner 22,827 53.9% 25,618 39.5% 

Total 42,388  64,935  

 
Appendix 2: Change in Spatial Distribution of Homes in Outer West London 
 

 
(2016) (2017) % Increase 

Barnet  2,349 3,134 33.4% 

Brent  1,525 2,915 91.1% 

Ealing 1,297 2,807 116.4% 

Harrow 593 1,392 134.7% 

Hillingdon 559 1,553 177.8% 

Hounslow 822 2,182 165.5% 

Total 7,145 13,983 95.7% 

 
Appendix 3: Spatial Distribution of Homes by Site Size (Excl. NSCs) 
 

 
Large Sites % Small Sites % 

Outer 18,945 47.3% 16,643 67.7% 

MDCs 3,418 8.5% 86 0.3% 

Inner 17,684 44.2% 7,844 31.9% 

Total 40,047  24,573  
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Appendix 4: Percentage of the Population within an area with a PTAL of 2 or less 
 

 PTAL < 2 PTAL > 3 

Inner London 22.3% 77.7% 

Outer London  64.3% 35.7% 

Greater London  48.6 % 51.5% 

 
Source: London Borough of Hillingdon's Parking Standards Justification: Assessment 
of Available Data (NLP/AD/25)  


