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1. Introduction 
 
1.1 The following hearing statement outlines why the London Borough of Hillingdon 
("Hillingdon") does not consider that the housing policies proposed will achieve the 
good growth objectives in GG1, GG2, GG3 and GG4.   
 
1.2 This submission is based on Policy H2 and the Mayor’s over reliance on small 
sites in delivering the housing targets within Table 4.1.  Flaws regarding the modelled 
approach used to calculate the small sites targets and issues regarding their 
deliverability have been made under the relevant matters. This hearing statement will 
therefore focus on the limitations of small sites in achieving good growth objectives.   
 
2. Achieving objectives on small vs. large sites 
 
2.1 As noted within Hillingdon’s hearing statement to M12, the draft London Plan 
(2017) is proposing a significant transformation in the spatial distribution of housing 
when compared to the current London Plan (2016). The new housing strategy is 
heavily reliant on an increase in the provision of small sites, particularly in Outer 
London Boroughs, as demonstrated in Appendix 1.  
 
2.2 As recognised in Paragraph 3.42 of the current London Plan (2016), large new 
developments have to date been used to make a significant contribution to meeting 
housing need in London. Appendix 1 demonstrates, that in Outer London in particular, 
the annual housing contribution from small sites (16,643) and large sites (18,945) 
should be much more aligned.  
 
2.3 However, the reliance on small sites to achieve good growth objectives is 
inherently more problematic than achieving the same objectives through larger sites. 
Paragraph 52 of the NPPF recognises that larger sites are easier to plan for and that 
the supply of new homes can be best achieved through planning for larger scale 
development. The following paragraphs elaborate on why this is the case.  
 
2.4 Firstly, large sites have larger site areas in which more comprehensive 
schemes can be incorporated. As outlined in Paragraph 3.42 of the current London 
Plan (2016), their scale means they have particular potential to define their own 
characteristics and accommodate higher density development, in contrast to the 
intensification of individual small sites within an area of already defined local character.  
 
2.5 Paragraph 7.5.5 of the Mayor’s Housing SPG (2016) outlines that, as potential 
sources of substantial amounts of additional housing, large sites have the potential to 
generate the critical mass necessary to enable the delivery of social, physical and 
green infrastructure. Higher levels of additional housing within a single scheme will 
tend to result in higher levels of viability, as well as triggering infrastructure 
requirements that can be incorporated into the scheme.  
 
2.6 In contrast, small sites do not present that same critical mass and attempts to 
secure social, physical and green infrastructure through these schemes is likely to be 
in contrast with Paragraph 173 of the NPPF (2012), as these small schemes would be 
subject to such a scale of obligations and policy burdens that their ability to be 
developed viably would be threatened. The most obvious example of the restricted 



ability of small sites to viably secure infrastructure is the national requirement to only 
seek to secure affordable housing contributions on sites greater than ten units.  
 
2.7 Furthermore, as well as improved viability, large sites by definition tend to have 
more space to design in on-site infrastructure that is capable of both mitigating impacts 
and enhancing neighbourhoods. The challenge of delivering associated infrastructure 
is not restricted to finance, with limits on space often proving a barrier to acquiring built 
in infrastructure on small sites. By contrast, Paragraph 3.43 of the current London Plan 
(2016) highlights the opportunities large scale development has in providing benefits, 
such as decentralised energy generation and provision, sustainable design and 
construction and coordinated neighbourhood management, especially in securing and 
maintaining a high quality public realm, safety measures, planting and open space and 
play provision. 
 
2.8 From a practical point of view, large sites will pay a higher planning fee and are 
more likely to be subject to the terms of a Planning Performance Agreement. Dealing 
with a large number of homes through the determination of just one application also 
represents a better ratio of homes determined to officer time than the same quantity 
of homes being delivered through multiple approvals on small sites, through which 
there are no economies of scale. Applicants and officers will have more time to take a 
more coordinated approach to larger sites, attaching more material consideration to 
their impact on the wider area and master planning solutions to mitigate this 
comprehensively.   
 
2.9 The ability to mitigate the cumulative impact of small sites development at the 
scale proposed is therefore of great concern to development management officers. 
Policy H2 currently endorses the use of site-specific briefs, masterplans and design 
codes to try to enforce good design. These however will not be implemented in the 
short-term, whilst their successful adoption will be tied to the officer time that can be 
afforded to ensuring these resource intensive processes are delivered.   
 
2.10 Arguably however, even if successfully implemented, design-codes will not be 
able to overcome the fragmented land ownership, reduced viability and physical 
constraints that exist on small sites. As such, their ability to mitigate their own 
cumulative impacts and achieve good growth objectives through comprehensive 
design is limited.  
 
3. GG1 - Building strong and inclusive communities 
 
3.1 For the reasons outlined in Section 2, Policy H2 and the over reliance on small 
sites is fundamentally at conflict with the aim of providing access to good quality 
community spaces, services and amenities and infrastructure that accommodate, 
encourage and strengthen communities, increasing active participation and social 
integration, and addressing social isolation. 
 
3.2 Larger schemes present fundamentally better opportunities to provide good 
quality community spaces, services and infrastructure on site, with large site areas 
and improved viability. Furthermore, increasing active participation, integration and 
addressing social isolation are all notions that can better be achieved through 



comprehensive planning and the better design of large areas, focusing particularly on 
the permeability of sites and their legibility with the surrounding local character. 
 
3.3 It is not understood how the requirement for such a high proportion of housing 
to be delivered on small sites can result in better community spaces or infrastructure. 
Noting the issues surrounding restricted site size and viability, these new homes would 
in all likelihood be reliant on what already exists, creating additional pressure rather 
than any enhanced provision. 
 
3.4 Furthermore, 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 the West London Small 
Sites SHLAA Part A Appendices (NLP/AD/17), 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+. As such, they are not necessarily the 
sustainable and inclusive locations suggested within Policy H2 and residents will likely 
be heavily reliant on private modes on transport to access the services and amenities 
described in GG1.  
 
4. GG2 - Making the best use of land 
 
4.1 The introduction Policy H2 is not considered to reflect and understanding of 
what is valued about existing places or assist in strengthening London’s distinct and 
varied character and is therefore in contrast to GG2 (C). 
 
4.2 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.  
 
4.3 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. This point has been provided in more detail under the London Borough of 
Hillingdon hearing statement for M12.  
 
4.4 In regards to GG2 (D), the housing policies and associated targets are not 
considered to be deliverable, for the reasons highlighted in the West London Alliance 
hearing statement for M19 and M20. In light of the introduction of the Housing Delivery 
Test, the setting of undeliverable targets that will not be met will result in the weakening 
of development plan policies, including those protecting Green Belt and Metropolitan 
Open Land, as well as the approval on appeal of homes in London’s open spaces. 
 
4.5 In regards to GG2 (E), as previously highlighted in Paragraph 3.4 and in more 
detail within the London Borough of Hillingdon hearing statement for M12, the equal 
weighting given to locations within either a PTAL > 3 or 800m catchment of a station 



or town centre in Policy H2 has led to significant areas of PTALs 0-2 being targeted 
for small sites provision.  
 
4.6 Furthermore, 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 such, Policy H2 will not ensure 80 per cent of all journeys are undertaken 
using sustainable travel or promote car free lifestyles.  
 
5. GG3 - Creating a healthy city 
 
5.1 For the reasons outlined in Section 2, Policy H2 and the over reliance on small 
sites is fundamentally at conflict with the aim of creating a healthy city. Achieving an 
integrated and coordinated approach to addressing the determinants of health and 
creating a healthy city will fundamentally be more difficult to achieve on small sites. 
 
5.2 Larger schemes present fundamentally better opportunities to integrate new 
health facilities on site, whilst the mitigation of externalities relating to the cumulative 
impact of new homes is far easier to manage on one large site rather than a series of 
much smaller sites.  
 
6. GG4 - Delivering the homes Londoners need 
 
6.1 For the reasons outlined in Section 2, Policy H2 and the over reliance on small 
sites is fundamentally at conflict with the aim of delivering GG4 (B). Policy H2 (H) 
outlines that, for minor developments, local authorities can only require a tariff 
approach to off-site affordable housing contributions, rather than seeking on-site 
contributions. Viability will mean this approach is restricted to areas with high 
residential values only. Given the high proportion of the overall target to be allocated 
on small sites, it is not considered how this approach supports the delivery of the 
strategic target of 50 per cent of all new homes being genuinely affordable. 
 
6.2 In regards to GG4 (E), it is not considered that build-out rates are determined 
at the planning stage or what planning mechanism the Mayor intends to use to reduce 
the likelihood of permissions being sought to sell land.  
 
6.3 In regards to the build-out rates of small sites in particular, the West London 
Small Sites SHLAA Part B (NLP/AD/18) notes in Paragraph 9.8 that, despite the 
substantially greater scale of development on ‘large sites’, it appears that average 
timescales for completion are not substantially greater than on small sites for new build 
development. 
 
7. Conclusion 
 
7.1 Whilst the good growth objectives are supported, Policy H2 and the Mayor’s 
over reliance on small sites to meet the overall housing target means that these 
objectives will not be achieved to the same degree as under the existing plan. The 
Mayor must recognise this contradiction and accept that the two are mutually 
exclusive.  



Appendices  
 
Appendix 1: 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  

 
 


