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Small sites and small housing developments   

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?   

Town centre radius huge and worsened by revision;  

We want to cut down on need to travel while PTAL emphasis 

assumes people will travel; we welcome addition of specialist old 

people’s housing, but seriously worried by limits on other 

community housing forms which would likely generate less 

travel – especially for home-working and less economically 

active people. 

. b)  Is it realistic to expect the small sites target to be achieved in the 

outer London Boroughs?    

. Our member-groups are very conscious that inner London has borne the brunt of large-

site and small-site housing intensification for decades and residents have suffered 

the consequent pressures on GP and other medical services, schools and other 

social infrastructure, play-space and so on. There is a strong argument in fairness 

for outer areas to have their share. It is not acceptable for certain outer boroughs 

to declare themselves exempt from these pressures – or to refuse to cooperate. 

The GLA must use its powers to insist. 

. Our evidence is that outer London is especially in need of investment in better orbital 

transport and in buses. The cumulative travel needs of the extra population 

envisaged by this policy will be a strain on existing facilities.  

. Certainly arguments need to be had about what sort of “growth” London agrees to 

pursue and which aspects it wants to avoid. That’s what the Good Growth agenda 

should be about.  But thereis no room for individual boroughs or districts to claim 

exemption from whatever is agreed.  If boroughs are permitted to opt out (openly 

or tacitly) then the target is very unlikely to be met. 



. 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?    

. No. This policy sems not to have been evaluated in any systematic way. Cumulative 

effects on social infrastructure could become burdensome in many places and 

capacity should be covered in the codes of practice which the draft Plan requires 

boroughs to prepare, and in CIL studies.  

. We are particularly concerned that the policy, as drafted, pays no attention to the 

previous tenure and occupancy of whatever housing is to be demolised or vacated 

in these small schemes.  While owner-occupiers initiating intensification on their 

home plots may be assumed to be no problem, a growing proportion of suburban 

homes are now owned by PRS and HMO landlords. It’s a reasonable assumption 

that they will be more financially-motivated, less attached to roses and fruit trees, 

than owner-occupiers, so a lot of PRS space may be lost, and even beds in sheds. 

This could be a serious loss of relatively low-rent accommodation and thus 

displace relatively poor people.   

. d)  Is the policy support for infill development within the curtilage of 

a house consistent with national policy in paragraph 53 of the 

NPPF which refers to resisting inappropriate development of 

residential gardens?    

. As we have argued on other matters, the Mayor should be willing to make a case for 

London’s needs calling for divergence from national policy.  This may be such a 

case. There is an equity aspect to this & we should point out how much of the 

shared amenity green space on council estates has been erased by ‘infilling’ and 

estate regeneration. 

. We very much welcome the minor amendment which encourages the replacement of 

hardstandings with permeable or green surfaces.  However we do NOT accept 

that green roofs or green walls should be allowed to count towards green space: 

you can’t play on either, walk the dog. 

 

. 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?    

. Neighbourhood plans and Forums, where they exist, should be important in this 

process. That would be a valuable way to get local inputs on what is approriate in 

each area and should feed in to the production of each borough’s code of practice 

for small sites. 

. We support the comments and proposals made by Community Led Housing 

London [not a participant at this session] In particular: 

. “This policy which applies a ‘presumption in favour of development’ will 

increase the development potential of small sites thereby increasing land 

values and increasing competition to access these sites. This principle is 

acknowledged in paragraph 4.5.4 of the London Plan which states “where 

there has been a relaxation in … planning requirements this has typically 

led to higher land values, rather than an increase in housing delivery”. 

This will have the opposite effect of addressing “access [to] suitable and 

affordable land” for community led housing unless sites are specifically 

identified, allocated, or safeguarded for community led housing.  

. Access to suitable and affordable land is crucial for these emerging models of 

community led housing, in order to act as an ‘incubator’ to the sector, and 

also to acknowledge the fact that community led housing is almost always 

volunteer led and non-profit, and therefore has limited resources to enter 

into repeated competition with other private build to sell developers, 

limited ability to reinvest profits from one development to another, and 

operates under very ‘distinct economies’ as a sector.  

. It should also be noted that community led housing need not be confined to 

sites of less than 25 units, with several much larger schemes in 

preparation, and the potential to make a greater contribution to housing 

need. We therefore feel it is most appropriate to propose a short new 

stand-alone policy, H19 [ we will raise this as an amendment to Policy H2]. 



. Boroughs should work positively and collaboratively with community led 

groups and organisations who support such groups to identify and 

allocate appropriate sites for community led housing. These may 

include sites of any size, and may also include sites not considered 

suitable for other forms of development.” 

. f)  Based on the historic delivery from sites below 0.25 hectares 

(whether allocated or windfalls) how will the Plan’s expectations 

for delivery be achieved?    

. It is hard to predict how a diverse collection of site owners and potential developers 

will respond to the inducements offered by the draft Plan so much will depend on 

careful monitoring.  See M22. 

. g)  What will happen in the interim pending the work to prepare area-

wide design codes referred to in Policy H2 B 2)?    

. We have urged that, even if the panel agrees with the scrapping of the density matrix 

(D6), it’s upper density limits should be enforced on small sites until acceptable 

design codes are in place, and that these codes must specify rigid density maxima 

to be acceptable in order to discourage speculative bidding-up of land prices. 

. h)  Are the provisions of Policy H2 H) relating to affordable housing 

requirements for minor developments justified, notwithstanding 

that they are inconsistent with national policy?    

. As we have argued on other matters, the Mayor should be willing to make a case for 

London’s needs calling for divergence from national policy.  This may be such a 

case. 

. We consider that London needs to have affordable housing onsite in all schemes larger 

than a single home in order to ensure area diversity and prevent the displacement 

of low- and middle-income people from rich areas. 

. Cash in lieu should thus be very exceptional. We also propose that cash in lieu should 

only every be permitted where a borough can show that it has a programme of 

provision of affordable housing to receive the cash, and that programme is 

separately and transparently accounted. There have been many accusations that 

such monies disappear into general council coffers. 


