
M20(a)  

1. The modelling in the SHLAA is a sensible approach to modelling delivery from small 

sites which boroughs should plan for over the plan period. The link to a proportion of 

existing dwellings ensures a degree of realism as it links to actual stock. The lesser 

proportion in conservation areas reflects the more limited scope for development in these 

areas. By focusing on areas with higher PTAL or in close proximity to existing public 

transport, small sites will benefit from existing infrastructure. 

 

2. The modelling is not intended to be overly complex or technical, and criticisms related to 

this miss the point. The method is grounded in reality and inherently linked to the policy 

approach, and it takes into account reasonable estimates for the level of additional 

housing that could be provided in light of this. 

 

3. The modelling undertaken by the GLA is one method of arriving at a small sites targets; 

there may be alternative methods but it is unlikely that other methods would arrive at 

lower figures if it has any meaningful, objective consideration of the key factors taken 

into account by the Mayor, and informed by reasonable and robust assumptions. 

 

4. The Mayor has been clear about the intent of the small sites element of the target, as 

noted in the housing targets summary document sent to boroughs: 

 

“the GLA has examined the scope to increase current trends in housing completions on 

small sites as a result of policy changes proposed in the draft new London Plan – 

including a presumption in favour of small housing developments - and measures 

outlined in the Mayor’s draft Housing Strategy. Collectively, these aim to significantly 

increase the contribution small housing developments make towards overall housing 

supply…” 

 

5. They are intended to be challenging, but this does not equate to the policy being 

unjustified or unsound as some comments have suggested. The Mayor explicitly 

recognises this fact in paragraph 1.2 of housing targets summary document sent to 

boroughs: 

 

“The Mayor recognises that the housing targets are challenging and are significantly 

higher than current levels of house building in London. The GLA will be working closely 

with boroughs to help to support them in achieving these targets, drawing on the Mayor’s 

housing, planning, transport and investment powers.” 

 

6. Islington’s target has reduced in the draft London Plan, but even for us the target is 

challenging. Islington has consistently delivered some of the highest amounts of housing 

of all London boroughs for well over a decade; indeed, over the period 2004-2013, 

Islington’s average housing completions were the second highest in London1, despite 

being second smallest borough, with the highest population density of any UK local 

authority area, and without the obvious housing capacity of many other boroughs, 

especially those in Outer London. Islington also has a prevalence of heritage assets and 

around half the borough is covered by a conservation area. Land for all types of 

development in Islington is becoming scarce, and we have concurrent pressing needs to 

meet; in particular, there is a specific need to retain and intensify office uses to meet jobs 

                                                           
1 Annex 1, Housing SPG, March 2016 



projections. These issues are ones that are likely to occur (to a similar degree) in other 

Inner London boroughs over the coming years. 

 

7. There is a lot of supposition in the responses to policy H2 about why these targets 

cannot be met, including comments that there is no record of small sites delivery at the 

scale projected. This is bound to be the case, given that the policy environment has been 

more restrictive in terms of bringing small sites forward; this is something which the 

Mayor is intending to change. Other responses have also suggested that the method is 

inaccurate. Overall, the objections seem largely driven by the output figure, rather than a 

bottom up criticism of the modelling method itself. While we understand the motivations 

behind the objections by boroughs with high increases in targets, it is critical that this 

policy area is looked at dispassionately for the purposes of this EiP.  

 

8. The Mayor has long made clear (even in his election campaign where he called for “a 

step change in new housing supply2”) that meeting housing need was a key aim (if not 

the key aim) of his mayoralty. The Mayor’s intent, evidenced by the quotes above, is 

clearly to increase delivery of housing, and to do so he has used a sensible metric, 

which, in our opinion, identifies a level of capacity that is deliverable where accompanied 

by the policy provisions set out in H2.  

 

9. Even if the Mayor had pursued a different approach to identifying small sites capacity, 

such as a small sites SHLAA which assessed identified small sites on an individual basis 

similar to the SHLAA process for large sites, we are not convinced that this would have 

been more robust. Large sites are a known quantity and lend themselves well to 

individual capacity assessments. Projecting small sites includes too many variables 

given the vast number of potential sites which could be considered. Such an approach 

could be easily manipulated by excluding certain sites, or could be undermined by 

double, triple, etc counting. Phasing of such sites is also much more difficult. Therefore, 

the legitimacy of such an approach is highly likely to be undermined, and we can 

understand why the Mayor has not undertaken such an approach. Such an approach 

would also require significant resourcing to do properly; some objections to H2 have 

noted resourcing implications in response to the need for subsequent borough level 

policy/guidance; therefore, these objections, we would assume, would have been similar 

if the Mayor had proposed a more resource intensive method of arriving at a small sites 

figure. 

 

10. Ultimately, the approach to small sites needs to be considered as part of the London 

Plan’s overall spatial approach. The Good Growth policies which underpin policy H2 

clearly set out that London must seek to deliver new homes through a wide range of 

development options. Small sites are one such option. The London Plan undoubtedly 

does set bold small sites targets for many boroughs, but it also puts in place policies to 

bring forward delivery of such sites without necessarily compromising the character of 

boroughs. 

M20(b)  

11. Islington consider that it is realistic to expect Outer London Boroughs to deliver the 

identified small sites targets set out in policy H2. The method used to arrive at the target 

                                                           
2 Sadiq Khan and London Labour’s Manifesto 2016, available from: 
https://d3n8a8pro7vhmx.cloudfront.net/themes/569cb9526a21db3279000001/attachments/original/14
57451016/x160668_Sadiq_Khan_Manifesto.pdf?1457451016  

https://d3n8a8pro7vhmx.cloudfront.net/themes/569cb9526a21db3279000001/attachments/original/1457451016/x160668_Sadiq_Khan_Manifesto.pdf?1457451016
https://d3n8a8pro7vhmx.cloudfront.net/themes/569cb9526a21db3279000001/attachments/original/1457451016/x160668_Sadiq_Khan_Manifesto.pdf?1457451016


is robust and the policy offers numerous options to meet the target (see response to 

M20(a) above). If a borough like Islington, with its many constraints, was able to deliver 

such a remarkable amount of growth from small sites (see figures below), it is 

reasonable to expect other boroughs (some of which are many times bigger than 

Islington) to increase their housing delivery from this stream. 

 

12. It is important to consider the changes to the assessment of housing need as part of this 

matter. Although the London Plan is being examined against the 2012 NPPF (under the 

transition arrangements set out in the 2018 NPPF), the Government has recently 

introduced a standard method for calculating Local Housing Need to inform housing 

targets. If the London Plan proposed numbers were not adopted, then the standard 

method would likely apply to any boroughs looking to introduce their own housing 

targets. Individual boroughs would find themselves in the position of sourcing capacity 

themselves, with potential for grappling with requests to meet unmet need from other 

boroughs, and/or engaging with wider South East boroughs to take a portion of their 

need. Borough by borough approaches would not be conducive to delivering on key 

strategic planning objectives. The Mayor can consider such issues at the strategic level. 

 

13. Non-adoption of the London Plan would effectively mean a de-facto presumption (as per 

the NPPF/PPG) is in place, as the scale of housing need in most boroughs would affect 

housing delivery test figures and/or five-year supply, which means greater weight may be 

given to new housing and local policies would be more likely to be outweighed on a 

case-by-case basis. However, this de facto presumption would have none of the upfront 

balance or control afforded by policies such as policy H2 (including affordable housing 

requirements); or guidance on application/flexibility of the housing delivery test 

(paragraph 4.3.3). 

 

14. In terms of the ultimate delivery of housing, be that small or large sites, planning is a 

blunt tool. Ultimately the London Plan can set the framework for permissions; it cannot 

guarantee permissions are built.  

 

15. Through comparison of proposed London Plan housing targets and provisional Local 

Housing Need figures3, eight out of 32 London boroughs4 would have a London Plan 

target greater than their LHN figure. These eight boroughs are evenly split between Inner 

and Outer London. Table 1 below shows the range by which these eight Inner and Outer 

London boroughs’ London Plan target exceeds their LHN figure; and the average 

exceedance above the LHN figure: 

Table 1: 

 Outer London Inner London 

Range of exceedance 
(over LHN) 

27 to 409 3 to 1,276 

Average exceedance 152 667 

 

                                                           
3 Using information prepared by the Local Government Association (September 2018). This 
information sets out the capped Local Housing Need figure for all boroughs, following the standard 
method. The cap applied is based on borough-level documents rather than the Further Alterations to 
the London Plan (March 2015), which means they are an overestimate, but for the purposes of this 
matter this is not considered problematic, as it can be viewed as a worst-case scenario. 
4 City of London have not been included 



16. 24 out of 32 boroughs would have a LHN figure in excess of the proposed London Plan 

target (15 Outer London boroughs; 9 Inner London Boroughs). Table 2 below shows the 

range by which these 24 Inner and Outer London boroughs’ LHN figures exceeds their 

proposed London Plan target; and the average exceedance above the London Plan 

target: 

Table 2: 

 Outer London Inner London 

Range of exceedance 
(over proposed London 
Plan targets) 

38 to 1,415 26 to 1,804 

Average exceedance 779 855 

 

17. These figures put the proposed London Plan targets into stark perspective, and almost 

makes the question about whether it is realistic to expect the small sites target to be 

delivered a moot one. One of the main complaints from respondents to the small sites 

policy relates to the fact that there is no historical precedent for delivery at this scale for 

small sites. This may be true, but it is somewhat irrelevant; there is pressure from the 

London and national level to increase housing delivery, and it is reasonable to assume 

that a more permissive policy environment, with a clear policy direction to support small 

sites as is proposed, would be effective in increasing delivery from this stream. Question 

M20(b) therefore cannot effectively be answered as there is no solid information to either 

prove or disprove it. 

 

18. Delivery from small sites would likely derive from two main sources – individual 

homeowners and SME builders. In Islington, over half of total small sites delivery from 

sites of 1-25 units (see table 3 below) is from site of 4 units of less, while a fifth is from 

sites of 1 unit. We consider that this range could be a reasonable proxy for delivery from 

individual homeowners, e.g. those who bring forward additional units through upward 

and side extensions; and/or conversions. This scale of delivery suggest that individual 

homeowners would seek to benefit from the more permissive policy environment, and 

that this stream could form a significant part of overall housing delivery. 

 

19. SME builders could also contribute significant additional delivery. The market for SME 

builders is currently relatively small, but a more permissive environment could act as a 

stimulus and provide more certainty to allow SME builders to develop and ramp up 

operations. This supports wider aims of the Mayor and the Government to encourage 

diversification in the housebuilding market to reduce reliance on larger ‘volume’ 

housebuilders. 

 

20. It is a ‘chicken and egg’ situation. Of course there is no guarantee that developers will 

follow through and build out the requisite amount of small sites even if the policy 

landscape is more flexible to permit such sites. But with increased certainty through the 

more permissive approach, developers are less likely to be deterred at the first hurdle. 

 

21. Notwithstanding the deliverability issue, there is a fundamental question of fairness and 

rebalancing of responsibility for meeting housing targets. Inner London has delivered 

more than half of London’s housing in recent years, despite having less land, having to 

accommodate large amounts of commercial uses and being more densely built-up than 

Outer London. Islington remains committed to meeting and exceeding housing targets, 



but we also have significant pressures for other types of development (including 

employment land) and an increasing lack of suitable development sites. It is an 

inescapable fact that land and pressures for other development are much more acute in 

Inner London, which clearly demonstrates that Outer London should be the focus for new 

housing, given its significant growth potential. 

M20(c)  

22. The policy identifies a number of important considerations that small sites development 

must take into account, linked to other requirements elsewhere in the plan. The core 

element of the policy – the need to evolve character – is something which we support in 

principle.  

 

23. The key issue is how considerations interact with the presumption in policy H2 and the 

need for this presumption to avoid undermining the broad requirements of the plan. This 

is discussed in response to part (e) below.  

M20(d) 

24. Paragraph 53 of the 2012 NPPF states that local planning authorities should consider 

the case for setting out policies to resist inappropriate development of residential 

gardens, for example where development would cause harm to the local area. As the 

matter notes, it does not strictly preclude garden development; it only refers to potentially 

resisting it. The broad nature of the wording of paragraph 53 means that lots of potential 

types of development affecting gardens – for example, extensions which encroach into 

gardens – could still be appropriate in principle. Therefore, policy H2 of the London Plan 

cannot feasibly be inconsistent with the national policy. 

 

25. Islington consider that it is legitimate for the small sites policy to support infill 

development within the curtilage of a house; if nothing else, there are PD rights which 

already allow for this. Islington do not resist development of private gardens in principle; 

we have a criteria based policy to assess any relevant applications. Ultimately, the 

support in policy H2 does not preclude a borough putting in place a restrictive policy; this 

would be assessed through the Mayor’s general conformity role. 

 

M20(e)  

26. The provisions of policy H2 provide a broad framework to enable the increased delivery 

of small sites. We retain some concerns about some of the wording in the policy, namely 

the addition of H2(A)(4A) which increases concerns raised in our response. 

 

27. The addition of H2(A)(4A) is curious given the simultaneous introduction of H3(BA). We 

fully support H3(BA), which alleviates concerns raised in our response. However, there is 

clearly conflict in wording between these additions to H2 and H3, which will undoubtedly 

be misused. The wording across the housing policies should be amended in line with 

intent of H3(BA), with an explicit statement noting that if the overall target is met, then 

the presumption should attract less weight.  

 

28. We note that our other concerns related to policy H2 have been addressed, except for 

one related to H2(H) and its supporting text, which we discuss in response to M20(h) 

below. 

 



29. We believe that it is essential that H2 has detailed criteria linking to priorities in the rest 

of the plan. Strictly speaking, these would apply regardless as part of policy balance 

during the determination of planning applications. However, by highlighting the criteria in 

H2, it avoids other considerations being unduly undermined. The role of the presumption 

is to give additional weight to the principle of housing on relevant sites (some of which 

may not come forward without the ‘nudge’ of the presumption), not to state that housing 

is universally suitable on these sites in any form and at the expense of other planning 

priorities. A presumption would not be eliminated through the inclusion of detailed 

criteria, and can effectively operate alongside detailed criteria as part of the decision 

making framework. 

 

M20(f)  

30. We can only speak for ourselves on this matter, but Islington has, for many years, 

proactively permitted small sites as part of a pragmatic policy framework. We have 

sought to protect key assets, such as local heritage, and safeguard amenity, but where 

this was demonstrated we have been permissive of small sites. While there have been 

changes to the character of Islington as a result of this and other development, they have 

not damaged the character of the borough. Importantly, it has enabled the concurrent 

delivery of new infrastructure and affordable housing (see response to M20(h)). 

 

31. Islington adopted its Urban Design Guide in 2006, with an update in 2017. This SPD 

provides borough wide design guidance (akin to a broad design code). It is the type of 

document envisaged by policy H2 to aid small sites delivery. 

 

32. In terms of the quantum of small sites delivery, we have analysed Islington housing 

completions data between FY 2005/06 and 2017/18. Table 3 below shows the scale of 

delivery from small sites, using the three potential definitions5: 

Table 3: 

 Small sites – 1-9 
units 

Small sites – 1-25 
units 

Small sites - <0.25 
hectares 

Total delivery 
2005-2018 

5,520 7,093 8,685 

Small sites as % of 
total delivery 
(2005-2018) 

31.1% 39.9% 48.9% 

Small sites as % of 
overall schemes 

90% 95% 96% 

 

33. These statistics show the scale of small sites development as a result of Islington’s 

proactive approach. As can be seen, almost half of all housing delivery in Islington has 

been from sites below 0.25ha, which is remarkable.  

 

34. Obviously there is a question of resourcing, as policy H2 will likely require further 

borough level guidance. However, the London Plan is a strategic long-term plan for 

                                                           
5 Small sites can be defined as a scheme of 1-9 homes (synonymous with the definition of minor 
development) as per Islington’s Affordable Housing Small Sites Contribution policy; sites of less than 
0.25 hectares as per the London SHLAA; and sites of 1-25 homes as per policy H2 of the draft 
London Plan. 



London; the fact that short-term resourcing issues for individual boroughs may cause 

issues in the interim period should not be a factor in determining the suitability of a 

strategic policy. 

M20(g)  

35. Paragraph 4.2.6 notes that the Mayor will set out design principles for small housing 

developments across London as part of his review of GLA design guidance, which 

boroughs should draw on and supplement when preparing design codes. These 

principles, which we understand will be set out in an SPG, will ensure that no borough 

has a policy vacuum prior to the adoption of any local design codes. 

 

36. We sympathise with boroughs who, due to resourcing issues, are unable to progress 

with design codes in a timely manner. However, as noted above in response to part (f), 

the London Plan is a strategic long-term plan for London; the fact that short-term 

resourcing issues for individual boroughs may cause issues in the interim period should 

not be a factor in determining the suitability of a strategic policy.  

M20(h) 

37. The support for securing affordable housing is an important element of the overall small 

sites policy. As small sites will form a significant part of overall delivery for most 

boroughs, there is a need to avoid limiting boroughs ability to secure contributions to 

affordable housing from this source which would undermine boroughs achievement of 

overall affordable housing targets. Given the scale of the housing need in London, it is 

fully justified to depart from national policy on this matter, as Islington has done in 

implementing its current policy. 

 

38. The 2018 NPPF states that provision of affordable housing should not be sought for 

residential developments that are not major developments. This echoes Government 

policy previously identified in the Written Ministerial Statement (WMS) from 28 November 

2014 (which was subject to legal challenge and ultimately ratified through a Court of 

Appeal decision). 

 

39. The way that the WMS (and now the revised NPPF) has been applied to planning 

permissions is of direct relevance for the London Plan EiP. The appeal judgement in the 

West Berkshire case confirms both that the WMS is a material consideration in the 

decision-making process and that the wording of the WMS does not mean that it has to 

be applied in a ‘blanket fashion’ (paragraph 30). As with other material considerations, 

the weight to be applied to the WMS is a matter for the discretion of the decision taker. A 

PINS response to a complaint letter from Richmond regarding PINS application of the 

WMS provides further clarity. 

 

40. While the EiP is governed by separate legislation, which notes that the London Plan (as 

a whole) should be consistent with national policy, the principles are exactly the same; 

the scale of affordable housing need warrants a policy approach which differs from 

national policy. At any rate, the London Plan merely supports boroughs putting in place 

small sites affordable housing policies; it does not impose a prescriptive policy itself. 

Justification for individual borough policies can still be determined individually, based on 

local evidence of affordable housing need. 

 



41. Islington have operated a small sites policy since 2012. The policy requires a flat fee 

contribution of £50,000 or £60,000 per net additional unit, depending on the location in 

the borough. Applicants can submit viability evidence to justify payment of a lesser 

amount. 

 

42. Islington considers that whilst the NPPF and PPG are material considerations to be 

given significant weight when balancing the advantages and disadvantages of a 

proposal, they do not outweigh the development plan given the specific circumstances of 

the borough. Since the Court of Appeal judgement on the WMS, there have been 38 

appeals in Islington in which the requirement for the small sites contribution has 

been appealed and dismissed, endorsing the Council’s approach. This includes 

two very recent appeals from November 2018 which post-date the publication of 

the revised NPPF6. During this period, no appeal decision has dismissed the 

principle of applying the small sites contribution policy in Islington. We are aware 

of 26 appeals in other local authorities where the principle was also upheld. 

 

43. As noted in response to part (f), a significant proportion of Islington’s housing delivery 

comes from small sites. If we were unable to secure affordable housing from this strand 

of delivery, this would seriously compromise Islington’s ability to deliver genuinely 

affordable housing to help address the significant housing need in the borough. Since 

the introduction of the policy, the Council has secured over £20 Million, over half of which 

has been collected to date. This source of funding contributes toward building new 

affordable housing as part of the Council’s New Build Programme. In the context of the 

acute need for social rented housing, this is a significant contribution, one which it is vital 

to maintain.  

 

44. We do have an outstanding objection to an element of policy H2(H). As noted in our 

response, we do not agree with the general strong encouragement for flexibility for 

payment prior to occupation, which the plan suggests should be the standard collection 

method. Islington require payment on commencement but there is flexibility for other 

payment structures as well as opportunity for applicants to justify a lesser payment, 

through agreed viability evidence. The policy should be reworded to require payment on 

commencement unless agreed evidence is provided to justify other payment structure. 

Payment on occupation creates significant collection issues and creates issues with 

programming the spend of contributions for future housing developments. 

                                                           
6 Appeal references APP/V5570/W/18/3204636 and APP/V5570/W/18/3198332 


