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Introduction 
 
We support the London Plan’s aspirations for ‘good growth’. 
 

 Paragraph 1.2.3 of the LP states that appropriate (growth) locations are ‘places where local 
amenities are within walking and cycling distance, and public transport options are available 
for longer trips’. 

 Paragraph 1.2.4 of the LP talks of ‘directing growth to the most accessible and well-
connected places’. 

 
 
However, the London Plan targets 245,730 net housing completions on small sites (a very high 
proportion of which will be gardens), without any adequate consideration of the level of local 
amenities or accessibility. 
 

 This is almost 40% of the total of new homes across London. 

 In Richmond it is a staggering 78% 

 In Enfield it is 52% (nearly 10,000 new homes) 
 
Rather than ‘good growth’, these policies would dramatically increase house building in; 

 POORLY CONNECTED AREAS. 

 AREAS WITHOUT GOOD INFRASTRUCTURE 
 
 
 
This is the consequence of Small sites (Policy H2)’, which includes the presumption in favour of small 
housing developments between 1 and 25 homes.  
 
This policy states; 
 
‘To deliver the small sites targets in Table 4.2, boroughs should apply a presumption in favour of the 
following types of small housing development which provide between one and 25 homes:  
1) infill development on vacant or underused brownfield sites  
2) proposals to increase the density of existing residential houses within PTALs 3-6 or within 800m of 
a Tube station, rail station or town centre boundary through:  

a) residential conversions (subdivision of houses into flats)  
b) residential extensions (upward, rear and side)  
c) the demolition and/or redevelopment of existing buildings houses and/or ancillary 
buildings  
d) infill development within the curtilage of a house’ 
 

 



Policy H2 does not stand up to scrutiny with respect to accessibility. 
 

 There are rail stations outside PTAL 3-6. Hadley Wood, with 4 trains per hour and no inter-
connecting peak time or weekend bus service, is entirely within the lowest PTAL levels of 0, 1a & 
1b. This is not an accessible and well-connected location. 

o The current policy on small sites would treat 800m from Hadley Wood in exactly the 
same way as 800m from, say, Finsbury Park (a location in the highest PTAL 6b). 

A station in PTAL 1b is not an accessible and well-connected location. 
  

 800 m of a station or town centre boundary is ‘as the crow flies’. In practice this covers areas as 
far away as a 1.3km walking distance. This is not a reasonable distance to use as a basis of 
accessibility.  

o What is the scientific rationale and evidence for setting the 800m limit? 
800m from a station is not an accessible and well-connected location. 

 

 What is the definition of a town centre boundary? At Cockfosters, is it the last shop at the 
southern end of the High Street? This is already 0.7km from Cockfosters Tube Station, so adding 
the ‘800m from a town centre boundary’ would extend the area covered to a total of 1.5km ‘as 
the crow flies’ from Cockfosters Tube station. 

1500m from a station is not an accessible and well connected area. 
 
Development on small sites should only be encouraged ‘on small sites with good public transport 
accessibility (PTAL 3-6)’. 

Whilst the use of PTAL measures may not be perfect, at least it provides a logical basis. 
This will automatically cover most tube and train stations, and most town centres. It will 
avoid the unintended consequences of increased car travel, congestion and pollution 
inherent to the current definition, which adds all stations and town centres, including those 
with poor public transport accessibility. 
 
 

Policy H2 does not stand up to scrutiny with respect to local amenities, services or infrastructure. 
 
Presumption in favour of small sites makes no reference whatsoever to the level of local amenities. 

 
LP Policy D6 ‘Optimising Housing Density’ paragraph 3.6.3A is also unhelpful, stating; 
 ‘It will not be normally necessary for minor developments to undertake infrastructure assessments or 
for boroughs to refuse them on the grounds of infrastructure capacity’. 
 
This could lead to the construction of a quarter of a million new homes on incremental small sites 
without any infrastructure assessment. 

The cumulative impact of increasing density and small site development must be covered by 
additional robust and definable policies that assess both local amenities and accessibility. 
Presumption in favour should only apply for small sites or increasing density in places where 
there are adequate local amenities within walking and cycling distance. 

 
And what are a reasonable ‘set of local amenities’ to define an ‘appropriate location’ in 1.2.3? 

Our ‘rural’ outer suburb location has no NHS GP surgery, no NHS dentist, no bank, building 
society or post office, no secondary school, an over-subscribed primary school, no direct 
public transport access to the nearest hospitals, a single ‘corner-shop’ convenience store, no 
public house, and is in PTAL zones 0, 1a & 1b. 
 



Additional development in our community, and similar suburban areas without local amenities, will 
lead to increased car use with all the negative impacts on congestion and air quality, in 
contravention with other plan policies. 
 
Policy H2 does not adequately protect the Natural Environment and Biodiversity 
 
Building a quarter of a million new homes on small sites will have a huge impact on the 
environment, tree cover and biodiversity. We welcome the additional emphasis on this major area 
of concern in revised paragraph 4.2.9., but consider this is still inadequate. 
 
As an example, one local back garden development in Hadley Wood plans 3 new homes at the loss 
of 133 mature trees and shrubs (43 per home). Even if the London average was 2 trees lost per new 
home, this is a loss of half a million trees across London, even before accounting for the loss of green 
garden space. 
 
The benefits of tree cover to well-being, air quality, drainage, and flood mitigation are well 
researched and documented. The Mayor of London has aspirations for London to become the first 
National Park City and to ‘deliver 50% green cover’ and to ‘increase tree cover by 10%’ across the 
capital. 
 
The current policy on Small Sites has inadequate protection for the natural environment and is in 
complete opposition to these very important environmental objectives. 
 
 
 
Relevant experience in Hadley Wood 
 
The concerns raised above are not theoretical. Hadley Wood has experienced 20 years of 
incremental small site (back garden) development with; 

 No strategic review of the cumulative impact of this development. 

 No investment in public services or local infrastructure. 

 Increased incidents of surface water flooding and waterlogging. 

 The loss of hundreds of mature trees, some with TPO’s and many ‘retained’ within the 
original planning application but subsequently destroyed. 

 The loss of many front gardens to parking bays. 

 Increased car journeys, as public transport is poor, with associated impacts on congestion 
and air quality. 

 No design codes to positively influence character; large mansion style blocks now dominate 
many street scenes. 

 The scale and volume of redevelopment increases every year. Congestion caused by 
contractor vehicles is now a major issue. 

 
Without changes to policies, these impacts will become worse. 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 



 
 
Conclusions 
 
The Small Sites policies as currently framed totally fail to meet the Mayor of London objectives of 
good growth. 
 
The definition of accessibility should be simplified to simply include areas within PTAL 3-6. 

 Without this change, growth WILL NOT be directed to the most accessible and well-
connected places. 

 
A definition is required of the minimum set of local amenities necessary for any presumption in 
favour of approval on small sites to be appropriate. 
 
 
A new policy is essential to ensure that the cumulative impact of small site development is regularly 
monitored and triggers put in place to enforce strategic reviews at regular intervals during the plan 
lifetime (to cover, for example, flood risk, public transport, road congestion, biodiversity, public 
services). 
Where such strategic reviews have not been completed, any presumption of approval should no 
longer apply. 

 

 Without these changes, growth WILL NOT be directed to those places where amenities are 
within walking and cycling distance. 
 

 
And the London Plan needs stronger policies that balance small site development  with stronger 
protection of the natural environment and biodiversity. 
 
 
David Harbott 
December 2018 

 
 

 
 


