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Matter 12: Spatial Distribution of Development: 

 

 

a) 
 

 
Is the broad spatial distribution of housing and employment 
development proposed in the Plan, including between inner and outer 
London, justified and would it contribute to the objective of achieving 
sustainable development particularly in terms of minimising the need to 
travel and maximising the use of sustainable transport modes; building 
a strong, competitive economy; creating healthy, inclusive 
communities; and respecting the character and appearance of different 
parts of London? 
 

 
1.1 The London Borough of Sutton considers that the broad spatial distribution of 

development proposed in the draft London Plan is not justified and would not 
contribute to the objective of achieving sustainable development. As such, the 
overall development strategy is not sound. The council’s principal concern 
relates to the distribution of housing development. 
 
Is the spatial distribution of development justified? 

1.2 The council considers that the reliance on small sites to delivery outer 
London’s share of the spatial distribution of housing is not justified. The 
overall split is set out in Table 1 below. This shows that the proportion of new 
homes to be delivered in outer London has increased from 46% in the 
adopted London Plan, to 61% in the draft London Plan (compared to the 
historic delivery rates in outer London of 45% set out in Figure 1 below). The 
Mayor expects the majority of this increase to be delivered by small sites.  
 

Table 1: Spatial Distribution of Housing between Inner and Outer London 

Location 
Overall Adopted 

London Plan 
Target 

Small Sites 
Target 

Overall draft 
London Plan 

Target 

Average 
Completions 

2004-05 to 2016-17 

Inner London 22,827 (54%) 7,844 (32%) 25,618 (39%)  15,240 (55%) 

Outer London 19,562 (46%) 16,729 (68%) 39,317 (61%) 12,515 (45%) 

Total 42,389 24,573 64,935 27,755 

 
1.3 Firstly, as set out in the council’s response to Matter 19 and Matter 20, the 

council does not consider the small site targets to be realistic or deliverable 
because the modelling in the SHLAA 2017 (NLP/HOU/002), specifically the 
1% growth assumption, is not based on robust evidence. The reliance on 
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small housing developments in outer London to meet the housing targets, with 
the expectation that it will deliver significantly more homes than historic trends 
indicate, is flawed, meaning the spatial distribution will not be achieved. 
 

1.4 Secondly, the assumptions made about access to public transport in the small 
sites modelling is also flawed. Whilst Policy H2 directs small housing 
developments to within 800m of a station or town centre is makes no 
distinction about the level of services that are available at either. For example, 
some stations in Sutton have only two trains per hour, and yet are treated the 
same as tube stations, and all of Sutton’s district centres are in the bottom 50 
(of 151 district centres in London) for PTALs ratings, and are treated the same 
as Finsbury Park and Earls Court (ranked 1st and 2nd). Indeed, Sutton’s Local 
Plan, adopted February 2018, was successful in reducing the area of 
intensification around District Centres from 800m to 400m, to better reflect the 
low density suburban houses and access to public transport in these areas. 
This unrefined approach to public transport services and frequencies falsely 
identifies areas that are suitable for intensification and overestimates the 
number of new homes that could be delivered in these areas as a result. 
 

Figure 1: Historic Delivery Spilt between Inner and Outer London 

 
Source: London Plan AMR 2016-17 (NLP/MO/001) 

 

1.5 In summary, if the small site targets in outer London cannot be delivered, then 
the overall housing targets cannot not be delivered either. As a result the 
spatial distribution of housing identified in the draft London Plan will not be 
achieved, so it is not effective.  
 
Does it contribute to achieving sustainable development? 

1.6 The London Borough of Sutton is concerned that directing the majority of 
housing growth to outer London, with an emphasis on developing small sites, 
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does not contribute towards the objective of achieving sustainable 
development. The council’s principal concerns are: minimising the need to 
travel and maximising the use of sustainable transport modes; creating 
healthy and inclusive communities; and respecting the character and 
appearance of different parts of London. 
 
Sustainable Transport Modes 

1.7 The council considers that the requirement to deliver the majority of its homes 
on small sites (79% of its overall supply) will not maximise the use of 
sustainable transport modes, but will instead continue the reliance on private 
car use in Sutton, which is currently the 6th highest in London1 
 

1.8 Firstly, if the Mayor is committed to achieving sustainable development, 
particularly maximising the use of sustainable transport modes, then the 
majority of development should not be directed to outer London boroughs like 
Sutton, when public transport choice is limited to the (frequently unreliable) 
suburban rail service and buses. For example, the London Borough of 
Sutton’s small sites target (738 net dpa) is approximately the same as the 
overall borough target for Islington’ (775 net dpa) and considerably higher 
than the overall borough target for Kensington and Chelsea (488 net dpa), 
both inner London boroughs. Table 2 below illustrates that they both have 
access to excellent public transport choices, including London Underground, 
London Overground, Crossrail and Crossrail 2, compared to Sutton, which 
only has access to a single Tramlink stop in an industrial area on the borough 
boundary. The council considers that the lack of public transport in Sutton, 
and poor frequencies of those that do operate, will not minimise the need of 
residents to travel. As such this is not considered a justified approach to the 
spatial distribution of housing.  
 

Table 2: Extract of Public Transport Choices in London 

Borough 

Draft 
Housing 

Target per 
annum 

Average 
PTAL 
Score 

Under-
ground 

Over-
ground 

Cross-
rail 

Cross-
rail 2 

Tram 

Kensington & Chelsea 488 5   X  X 

Islington 775 6a     X 

Sutton 939 2 X X X X  

Source: London Datastore Intelligence Atlas, 2014 

 
1.9 Secondly, the areas within 800m of a station or town centre, identified for 

accommodating the majority of housing growth in Sutton, do not necessary 
have access to decent public transport services and frequencies. This point is 
discussed above in paragraph 1.4. 
 

1.10 Finally, the significant uplift in expected small site delivery is not supported by 
an equivalent commitment to improved public transport provision.  For 
example, draft London Plan Policy SD12 identifies a new “tram-triangle” which 
includes a link to Sutton town centre. However, this is not a committed/fully 

                                                           
1 VEH0105: Licensed vehicles by body type and local authority: United Kingdom  
2 Draft London Plan Figure 2.12 

https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/699014/veh0105.ods
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funded infrastructure project, so cannot be relied on at present to serve such 
an uplift in housing delivery and to increase the number of people choosing 
sustainable transport options. This is of particular concern given that the 
Sutton Local Plan evidence base was clear that a major public transport 
invention is required to exceed the housing growth that is set out in that plan 
(427 dpa). The draft London Plan commits Sutton to highest small sites target 
in London (as a proportion of overall delivery) but does not offer a similar 
commitment to essential public transport interventions that would be required 
to support it. In addition the focus on small sites is unlikely to deliver the 
modal shifts required to meet the targets in the Mayor’s Transport Strategy, 
particularly as development will take place in areas with poor PTALs.  
 
Creating Inclusive Communities 

1.11 The London Borough of Sutton considers that creating inclusive communities 
in outer London, as required by Policy GG4, which states that boroughs must 
“create mixed and inclusive communities, with good quality homes 
that…provide for identified needs”, is not achievable alongside the delivery of 
the housing mix prescribed by Table 4.3 of the draft London Plan. This is 
because the housing requirements identified in the pan-London SHMA are too 
broad and hide the wide variations in housing need across London that have 
been identified in borough-level studies. For example, if Sutton were to deliver 
the housing mix requirements of Policy H12 there would be a significant over 
supply of small units (1-bed) and a significant under supply of larger family 
homes (3-bed+). Delivering the wrong housing mix at a local level is clearly 
not consistent with achieving the objective of creating inclusive communities. 
 
Respecting Character and Appearance 

1.12 The council considers that the spatial distribution of housing between inner 
and outer London, particularly when considered alongside the ‘presumption in 
favour of small housing developments, will have a detrimental effect on the 
character of local areas and will cause unacceptable harm to residential 
amenity. This will not contribute towards the objective of respecting the 
character and appearance of different parts of London. 
 

1.13 Firstly, the council notes the wording of Policy H2 (E), which states that “the 
presumption in favour of small housing developments means approving all 
small housing developments unless it can be demonstrated that the 
development would give rise to an unacceptable level of harm that outweighs 
the benefits of additional housing provision”. This is a concern on two counts. 
Firstly the wording implies that harming local character will be considered 
acceptable, to a certain point, to achieve the policy aim, and this runs counter 
to the renewed emphasis on achieving high quality design as set out in the 
revised NPPF (2018). This could lead to poorer quality designs of small 
housing developments that are considered damaging, but just not to an 
unacceptable level. Secondly the wording does not take into account the 
cumulative impact of small housing developments. For example, small site 
schemes may not be unacceptably harmful in their own right but the 
cumulative impact of small site developments may collectively cause 
unacceptable harm to local neighbourhoods.   
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1.14 Secondly, whilst Policy H2 takes into account conservation areas, albeit an 
unjustified 0.25% growth assumption, it fails to take into account other local 
areas of special character that are designated at a borough level. These 
important local designations would be undermined by the approach to small 
sites, which would harm locally distinctive places that do not benefit from 
conservation area status, but nonetheless contribute to the unique character 
of particular places. For example, some Areas of Special Local Character 
(ASLCs) in Sutton are characterised by detached properties with large rear 
gardens and the majority fall within the catchment for applying the 
‘presumption’. Many of these areas have been designed due to the 
concentration of homogenous architectural design often associated with a 
particular building or architectural convention, which adds to the 
attractiveness of the area. To design for sympathetic development in these 
areas implies a cost to the small house builders which prevents high quality 
design coming forward. In order to achieve outer London housing targets, 
Policy H2 would apply a presumption in favour of developing to densities that 
would be alien to these neighbourhoods.  

 
1.15 Finally, the London Plan states the “local character evolves over time”. Whilst 

this is true, it is also true that this evolution is not always good and does not 
always result in an improvement to the character of an area. The Partner 
Boroughs consider that the evolution of local character that will be delivered 
by Policy H2 will be to the detriment of suburban London, creating poorly 
designed places that are out of context with their surroundings; delivering the 
wrong type of housing mix in the wrong places. Delivering huge volumes of 
small units, in suburban areas with low PTAL, is not a sustainable approach 
for outer London.    
 

1.16 Given the impact that small site delivery would have on suburban areas it is 
the view of the Partner Boroughs that Policy H2 is not consistent NPPF 
paragraph 58, which requires boroughs to “respond to local character and 
history” and “reflect the identity of local surroundings”.  

 
Conclusions 

1.17 The council’s main concern with the spatial distribution of housing between 
inner and London stems from Policy H2 and the modelling used to calculate 
the small sites targets. In order to address this the council considers that the 
small sites target should be changed so it is based on 12-year trend data. The 
spatial distribution of housing should then be amended accordingly. 
 

  
Changes Required to the Draft London Plan 
 
Small sites targets should be calculated using 12-year historic trend based 
data that is presented in the SHLAA 2017. Table 4.1 and 4.2 should be 
amended accordingly. 
 

 
 


