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Written Statement  

This Written Statement is prepared on behalf of Halfords Limited (‘Halfords’) in respect of 

Matter 18 — ‘Housing Strategy’.  NTR Planning submitted detailed written representations 

on behalf of Halfords in respect of draft Policies H1 and SD8 in February 2018.  Halfords was 

subsequently identified as a participant in the EIP in November 2018.   

 

Halfords has had reference to the Mayor’s Minor Suggested Changes of August 2018 in 

preparing this Written Statement.  The Minor Suggested Change for Policy H1 (part B, 

subsection 2) b)) adds the word ‘supermarket’ to those types of low density retail that the 

policy targets for optimising housing delivery, however this addition is not relevant to 

Halfords’ business model (see below). 

 

Halfords do not consider that Policy H1 B-F will provide an effective strategic context for the 

preparation of development plans and neighbourhood plans.  Specifically, Halfords is most 

concerned with Part B, subsection 2) b), which targets low-density retail parks for housing.  

Halfords consider that this part of the policy does not provide a fair balance between 

delivering housing and enabling the continued presence of the specialist bulky goods retail 

format (one with specific locational and operation characteristics) in London.  Halfords 

therefore considers that the policy is unsound and should be amended accordingly.  

Recommend changes were provided in Halfords’s detailed written representations and are 

set out later in this Written Statement in order to rectify this.  Halfords consider that the 

proposed changes strike a fair balance to enable both sectors to flourish.   

 

The Panel will no doubt be aware that Halfords is a long-established retailer of bulky 

comparison goods.  Its retail format is reliant on premises having sufficient floorspace to 

enable the display of such items.  Its format is also reliant upon stores having sufficient 

parking spaces and servicing capability to enable the transportation of bulky items.  Aligned 

to Halfords’ well-established product range is its on-site diagnostics and fitting service 

known as ‘We Fit’.  Halfords occupy retail warehouse parks and solus retail warehouse stores 

across London and have an established customer base.  Its stores operate alongside its 
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Autocentres, which provide MOT testing, servicing and repairs of motor vehicles.  Halfords 

Autocentres operate under Use Class B2. 

 

A number of Halfords’ tenanted London stores have been forced to close.  This is as a direct 

result of landlords seeking to redevelop sites for residential use alongside an unwillingness, 

on their part, to retain or re-accommodate Halfords and its bulky good retailing peers in 

those schemes.  Halfords accept that some of these redevelopment schemes include ground 

floor A1 uses, but these are generally in the form of small floorplate units that are totally 

unsuited to the bulky goods format set out above and in Halfords’ written representations. 

 

The unwillingness to maintain and re-accommodate stems from the fact that the bulky 

goods format does not maximise a financial return as it is land-hungry.  Landlords prefer a 

blank canvas and inevitably favour any potential for higher unit numbers.  In the case studies 

known to Halfords there has been a general disregard of existing tenants operating in the 

bulky sector for this reason.  Examples of redevelopment schemes were provided in our 

written representations (section entitled ‘Large Format Retailing in London – Current 

Trends’). 

 

Reference was made in Halfords’ written representations to paragraph 23 of the former 

NPPF, which amongst other things required authorities to set policies for retail that could 

not be accommodated in town centres.  Bulky goods retailing would, in our opinion, fall 

squarely into that definition.  We also identified that paragraph 006 of the PPG (‘Ensuring 

the vitality of town centres’) built on this in respect of town centre constraints to such 

retailing and that planning authorities should plan positively form them.  The PPG remains 

extant in this regard.  Halfords has been proactive in seeking to redefine its business model 

to guard against this pattern, but its core business remains in the retail warehouse format. 

 

New NPPF Paragraph 85 e) provides the replacement wording and requires the allocation of 

non-central sites where no suitable town centre sites are available.  This will need to be the 

case in respect of bulky goods retailing, however we are only aware of one planned retail 
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warehouse park in London — Brocklebank Retail Park in Charlton.  We are only aware of one 

existing retail park in London being allocated for bulky goods retailing, that by the London 

Borough of Merton in their allocation of 84-88 Bushey Road at Raynes Park. 

 

Hand-in-hand with this existing pattern of insufficient protection and planned allocation 

there has been a significant erosion in the stock of retail warehousing already.  This has  

forced store closures, resulting in customers have to travel further to a diminishing stock or 

alternative provision.  This has led to job losses and increased journey times.  Draft Policy H1 

part B subsection 2) b) targets “low-density retail parks” to meet demands for housing and 

will, quite clearly, exacerbate Halfords’ problems.  Halfords accept that retail parks are low 

density – it is not aware of any high-density examples – but this is due to well-established 

trading characteristics (as recognised in the PPG).  Halfords accepts the need for the delivery 

of additional homes in London, but does not consider that this should be at the detriment of 

the ability of large format retailers to continue to operate stores within the capital.  

Halfords, and other bulky goods operators, are effectively victims of the products they sell 

due to the fact that their retail models cannot realistically be provided in ‘protected’ town 

centres because of the lack of available land.  This is particularly the case in London. 

 

Halfords therefore considers that the Policy H1 B does not provide an effective strategic 

context for the preparation of development plans and neighbourhood plans.  The 

implication of the policy is that developers will go further in targeting sites upon which 

Halfords trade for redevelopment in a form that does not enable a continuation of trade or 

re-accommodation.  With the lack of protected sites and pipeline schemes Halfords is 

concerned to the point that Policy H1 could lead to the complete loss of the bulky retail 

format within London.  The policy clearly favours one sector to the complete detriment of 

another.   

 

Our written representations set out some recommended changes to Policy H1 so that the 

policy be amended to accord with our proposed revisions to draft Policy SD8 (part A, 
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subsection 4).  That part of Policy SD8 relates to “realising the full potential of existing out of 

centre retail and leisure parks to deliver housing intensification through redevelopment..” 

 

Halfords suggestion is that applicants must provide evidence of consultation with existing 

retail and leisure occupiers, demonstrating that they have taken into account the desire of 

occupiers to continue to operate.  Halfords recommend that where such a desire exists, 

applicants must provide a demonstration that every effort to re-accommodate the 

operator(s) has been made.  The recommended change sets out (a) how such operators 

must provide evidence of format and scale and demonstrate an exploration of flexibility in 

format and scale and (b) that there will be an expectation that existing operators can be re-

accommodated into redevelopment schemes.   It is also suggests, in cases where no 

agreement is reached between the parties, that it will be expected that a suitably qualified 

independent person be appointed to undertake a review of the evidence submitted and 

which will a material consideration in the plan-making/decision-taking process.  

 

Halfords consider that the above suggested changes will assist in the delivery of housing 

without prejudicing the ability of other land uses to fulfil their specialist role.  Halfords will 

submit a further Written Statement in respect of Matters 88-90 in accordance with the 

Panel’s timetable. 

 

 

 

(Total words: 1,314) 


