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M20. Are the presumption in favour of small housing developments of between 1 and 25 

homes in Policy H2 and the targets in Table 4.2 justified and deliverable and will the policy 

be effective? In particular: 

a) Is the modelling of delivery from small sites in the SHLAA justified, including reliance on 

PTALs? 

… 
c) Has adequate consideration been given to the cumulative impacts of this policy on, 

amongst other things, infrastructure, affordable housing provision and the character of 

some neighbourhoods as referred to in paragraph 4.2.5? 

… 

 e) Will the provisions of Policy H2 provide an effective strategic context for the 

preparation of local plans and neighbourhood plans including support for custom, self-

build and community-led housing? Are the detailed criteria necessary and would they 

provide an effective basis for development management? Are the qualifications at Policy 

H2 HA-HC justified in themselves and would they effectively eliminate the positive 

presumption for small housing developments? 

 

1. INTRODUCTION 

1.1. We believe that the presumption in favour of small housing developments is justified, 

deliverable and would be effective. Specifically, the following statement offers a 

response to issues raised in the matter that relate to transport, remaining silent on 

others for the sake of brevity, rather than an absence of support for those aspects of 

the Plan’s policy. In particular, we believe: 

 PTAL plays an important role in the identification of small site capacity by 

complementing the primary focus on the 800m catchments around stations and 

town centres, which is justified (M20 part a) 

 Adequate consideration has been given to the cumulative impacts of small site 

development on character and transport infrastructure. While there are some 

challenges, we believe these can be managed and in some cases, there will be 

benefits in transport terms (M20 part c)   

 The qualifications in Policy H2 relating to car and cycle parking are justified in 

themselves and are not an unreasonable restriction on the presumption in favour of 

small housing developments (M20 part e), but rather an important aspect of 

managing the cumulative impacts, above 

2. PRESUMPTION IN FAVOUR OF SMALL SITES 

2.1 As set out in our statement for M12, we believe that the draft Plan places appropriate 

emphasis on outer London as a source of housing capacity, given the scale of 

opportunity for residential development. Both higher housing delivery and delivery 

being concentrated in well connected locations are essential to achieve the aims of the 
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Plan. We believe that directing growth towards well connected locations not only 

supports sustainable travel patterns, but can support the practical delivery of these 

homes by reflecting where housing developers want to build. Public transport acts as 

an enabler of development: outputs from the London Development Database (LDD) 

show that the rate of housing delivery increases with access to public transport.  

2.2 Given London’s need for higher housing delivery, we believe increasing the scale and 

proportion of new homes coming forward from small sites is justified and necessary. 

While existing residential densities in London are higher than other UK cities, in many 

areas, particularly outer London, they are low compared to similar cities internationally. 

The significant capacity for small site development in outer London is an important 

aspect in it playing a greater role in housing delivery, alongside delivering capacity in 

inner London, where public transport connectivity is particularly high, which would 

help to support more residents to travel by public transport, walking and cycling.  

2.3 Given the strong relationship between density and sustainable travel (see Figure 1), 

incremental densification resulting from small site development in the right locations 

could have a number of benefits. These include: increasing the viability of local 

amenities, services and public transport; reducing the level of congestion and 

emissions associated with growth and; securing health benefits from increased levels 

of active travel (when compared to building these homes further from stations and 

town centres or outside London altogether). We therefore support housing delivery 

through small sites near stations and town centres.  

Figure 1: All journey mode share by population density of home area, London residents, 2011 

 
Source: TfL City Planning 
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3. MODELLING DELIVERY AND THE ROLE OF PTAL 

3.1 The capacity for housing on small sites identified in the draft Plan is based on a 

modelled approach, rather than the identification of specific sites. The vast majority of 

small site development benefiting from the presumption in favour of development as 

described by Policy H2 Part D2 will be within 800m of a station or town centre, with 

sites outside these areas requiring a PTAL between three and six, as shown by Figure 2. 

This approach identifies capacity for over 24,000 homes a year from small sites 

development, and the areas where this capacity is located. This information, as well as 

housing delivery from the LDD, feeds into our consideration of the potential 

cumulative impacts on transport infrastructure, which is detailed in the following 

section.  

Figure 2: 800m from stations and town centre boundaries and PTAL 3-6 outside of these areas 

 
Source: TfL City Planning 

 

3.2 We believe that the use of 800m catchments, complemented by areas of PTAL 3-6 

outside these catchments, is justified. In most cases residents will have reasonable 

access to public transport and/or local amenities and the approach is in line with the 

NPPF (2012) requirement for development to be focused in sustainable locations 

where the fullest use of public transport, walking and cycling can be made. This is 

further supported by the NPPF (2018) paragraph 103 which states that ‘significant 

development should be focused on locations which are or can be made sustainable, 

through limiting the need to travel and offering a genuine choice of transport modes.’ 

Furthermore, the approach could also enable the best use of land in better connected 

locations where densities are currently low, which would help capitalise on historic 

investment in public transport. This would help to maximise sustainable travel patterns 

compared to alternative approaches to managing the Plan’s growth.  
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3.3 We consider the modelled approach used to be a reasonable balance that takes 

account of the need to identify capacity for this type of housing development to 

inform borough housing targets and the practical challenges, particularly at the 

London-wide level, of identifying specific sites of less than 0.25 hectares. 

 

4 CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 

4.1 We believe adequate consideration has been given to the potential cumulative impact 

of small site housing development on transport infrastructure.  

4.2 The large site development in the SHLAA can be both identified geographically and 

broadly chronologically (depending on whether it is approved, allocated or potential 

development) which is valuable for planning additional transport infrastructure. The 

precise location and broad timing of small site development is not identified at this 

early stage, but while this might present some challenges, there are alternative 

approaches to appropriate transport planning within the context of small site 

development.  

4.3 The modelled approach can be used to identify indicative small site capacity along 

certain corridors, and we are able to monitor the rate at which these sites come 

forward through the LDD. We are keen to work with boroughs to develop any 

frameworks required to manage this. Furthermore, as part of preparations for the 

Mayor’s Transport Strategy (MTS) and draft London Plan, we tested the effects of 

growth by carrying out strategic transport modelling. This showed that with the 

proposals in the MTS (reflected in Table 10.1 of the Plan) the distribution of housing in 

the draft Plan, including with greater growth in outer London, could be achieved while 

reducing overall rail crowding (see Figure 3) and keeping peak period road congestion to 

today’s levels, despite a significantly larger population.  

Figure 3: Proportion of passenger kilometres on links with more than 4 passengers standing per 

square metre in the morning peak, by rail mode 

 
Source: Table 2.2. MTS Outcomes Report – London Plan growth addendum, TfL 
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4.4 Generally speaking, levels of public transport crowding, particularly rail crowding, are 

significantly lower in outer London, where small site capacity is higher.  Around 80 per 

cent of trips are made for non-commuting purposes (when crowding tends to be 

lower), while two thirds of London’s employment is based outside central London 

(again where crowding, particularly on rail, is lower). It is also worth noting that in some 

locations, where public transport services are currently underutilised, incremental 

housing development through small sites could increase patronage on these routes. 

This would make better use of existing infrastructure capacity and raise additional 

revenue that would be reinvested in public transport. Development in some areas may 

also mean that local demand for services become sufficient to justify improved 

provision and strengthen the case for investment in public transport schemes, such as 

the ‘metroisation’ of rail services in south London.   

4.5 There are some particular capacity constraints on radial rail services into central 

London during the morning peak, which we will continue to look to address. In light of 

this and other capacity challenges, the MTS contains a series of proposals for 

enhancements along various rail corridors to be delivered over the period to 2041. It is 

possible that small site housing development could make the case for particular 

capacity upgrades more urgent, or necessitate alterations to proposals to provide 

capacity in the right locations at the right time of day. However, given the greater level 

of small site capacity in outer London, this is more likely to affect those living in inner 

London (with more crowded services closer to the centre) rather than those in the 

immediate vicinity of small site development itself. We will monitor the situation 

carefully using outputs from LDD and continue to work towards the enhancements in 

the MTS and any further required as circumstances change. In addition to enhancing 

public transport capacity, we are also working with boroughs to develop proposals for 

a comprehensive network of high-quality cycle routes informed by our Strategic Cycling 

Analysis,1 which can help enable more people to cycle to work or access less crowded 

services to free up capacity on rail lines, particularly in the interim between upgrade 

programmes. Figure 5 sets out a number of top and high potential corridors, many of 

which run in and between inner London and central London, which would provide 

more overall person-capacity for travel along these corridors during the peak. 

                                                 
1 http://content.tfl.gov.uk/strategic-cycling-analysis.pdf 
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Figure 4: Proposed rail and Tube capacity increases, 2015-2041, morning peak hour 

 
Source: Mayor’s Transport Strategy 

 

Figure 5: Strategic Cycling Connections 

 

Source: Strategic Cycling Analysis, TfL 
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4.6 Demand for road capacity is clearly a challenge, but with the policies in the Plan – 

including those on car parking – we believe this can be adequately managed and, again, 

the enhancements above and others in the MTS to enable more people to travel by 

public transport, walking and cycling will be important. In addition to this, our 

modelling scenario where the MTS is implemented in full – including policies such as 

road space reallocation and the introduction of a form of road pricing by 2041 – 

demonstrates that peak congestion could be kept in line with today’s levels. Further 

detail is contained in the evidence base published alongside the MTS and submitted to 

the EiP Library.2     

4.7 As well as capacity, we will look to ensure that new homes have sufficient public 

transport connectivity. The policy approach of directing housing development towards 

public transport and the amenities of town centres supports sustainable travel 

patterns. This means that a majority of small site developments will be in PTAL 3-6 

and/or in close proximity to a station, in most cases providing a good level of 

connectivity. In some locations within 800m of a station or a town centre, overall 

public transport connectivity may be more limited, but based on historical 

development trends, we would expect sites in these locations to be slower to come 

forward within the 10 years covered by the draft Plan’s housing targets and, as per 

Policy D6 part A2, to do so at lower densities. However, we will monitor how such 

sites come forward in these locations, and what interventions may be required. Where 

development comes forward, it can help strengthen the case for increased public 

transport services and provide a critical mass of demand to make these services viable 

to operate.  

4.8 These interventions could include changes to local bus routes and frequencies, which 

influence both capacity and connectivity (as measured by PTAL). We keep the bus 

network under continuous review, allowing us to respond to changing circumstances 

and to provide broader connectivity. This approach is particularly applicable in outer 

London, where we are planning to increase bus kilometres travelled, as set out in the 

MTS and TfL’s published Business Plan. London’s bus network is comprehensive, 

covering within a short walk the vast majority of the area within the Greater London 

boundary (see figure 6). While routes operate at different frequencies, this coverage 

means that infrastructure such as bus stops are already in place, making it relatively 

straightforward to make changes to services, including to reflect any cumulative impact 

of small site development. 

                                                 
2 NLP/TR/016 and 016a 
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Figure 6: London Bus Routes 

 
Source: TfL City Planning 

 

4.9 We will work with boroughs to ensure that we have a framework to look at the most 

effective approaches to co-ordination of development and transport planning, funding 

for new services and whether any additional processes to manage the impact of small 

site development are required. Potential funding sources to contribute towards local 

public transport and active travel enhancements could include CIL and, where 

appropriate, S106 agreements. We note that the government is consulting on removing 

the pooling restrictions from S106 contributions, and we will explore mechanisms we 

can use to apply this to small site developments so that a fair contribution can be 

made as sites come forward incrementally.  

5 POSITIVE PRESUMPTION QUALIFICATIONS: CAR AND CYCLE PARKING 

REQUIREMENTS  

5.1 The requirements under Policy H2 part HA clauses b) and c) make explicit that 

proposals which do not comply with the minimum cycle parking standards, or the 

maximum car parking standards, would not benefit from the presumption in favour. 

While the exact car and cycle standards proposed in the draft Plan will be dealt with 

under other matters, the London Plan has long provided standards to ensure a level of 

consistency to car and cycle parking across administrative boundaries. As around 40 

per cent of the housing capacity identified in the Plan is from small sites, the car and 

cycle parking standards applied to these developments will have a significant impact on 

the overall level of provision in new development, and therefore a consistent approach 

should be adopted across both large and small sites. 
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5.2 We do not consider these requirements to be unduly burdensome on developers, and 

if they are applied to small sites, we do not believe they would in effect eliminate the 

presumption in favour of development, but rather are a key factor in ensuring the small 

site housing development is manageable and sustainable. With the exception of 

disabled persons parking requirements (which do not apply to sites of fewer than 10 

units, would be minimal at sites of 10-25 units and could be catered for on-street if 

on-site space is unavailable), car parking provision is not a requirement and less than 

the maximum standards can be provided if space or cost is a particular constraint. 

Some areas may require new or expanded controlled parking zones to better manage 

the potential impacts on parking stress, but this is a more sustainable approach than 

allowing additional parking and the associated impacts on congestion, emissions and 

public health. Cycle parking takes up considerably less space than car parking, and can 

be delivered in a number of ways, including on street cycle hangers if there is 

insufficient space on-site. These can accommodate up to six bicycles in the space 

equivalent to half a car parking bay.  

6 CONCLUSION 

6.1 We believe that the approach to small site housing development is a justified, 

deliverable and an effective policy approach. In addition, it would have the particular 

advantages of significantly increasing housing delivery and gradually densifying areas 

with good access to town centres, stations or other public transport services, bringing 

a number of associated benefits.  

6.2 The modelled approach is justified and not overly reliant on the use of PTAL. Small 

sites could present some challenges in particular areas for dealing with transport 

capacity at a strategic level and connectivity at a local level, but we judge these to be 

reasonable in the context of London’s growth and would be likely to occur whatever 

the approach to accommodating London’s housing need. Even with some transport 

infrastructure challenges associated with small site development, which we consider to 

be manageable, this type of growth has the potential to bring benefits in the form of 

more sustainable travel patterns. Finally, we believe that there needs to be a 

consistent approach to residential car and cycle parking regardless of whether they are 

built on small or large sites, and that this requirement does not effectively eliminate 

the presumption in favour but acts as a safeguard to avoid unmanageable impacts.   

  


