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The London Plan Examination in Public 2018-19. 
 
Written Statement for Matter M20 Small sites and small housing developments  
Submitted by Levitt Bernstein. 

 
M20 Small sites and small housing developments 
 
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?  
 
PTAL is only one factor and more relevant to larger sites. Small sites have to be treated 
individually within the local context. While it may be more appropriate in principle to build a 
small block of apartments (rather than a few new houses) on a well-connected site, the 
individual circumstances should carry considerably more weight than the PTAL rating itself. 
 
b) Is it realistic to expect the small sites target to be achieved in the outer London Boroughs? 
 
We understand and support the desire to encourage the development of small sites but have 
a number of reservations with the proposed policies. While we cannot comment with any 
authority on the targets, they feel over ambitious because small sites tend to be: 
 

• subject to a disproportionate number of constraints  

• more expensive to develop  

• require a bespoke solution  

• more contentious  
 
For these and other reasons, they are more likely to be developed by councils (possibly in 
partnership and/or with community groups) than by private developers; this too, suggests that 
the targets may be over-ambitious.  
 
Targets aside, our major concern is that small sites are often ‘left-over’ pieces of land within, 
or adjoining existing developments. It is important to take a longterm view when 
contemplating any intervention; if the neighbouring buildings are in poor condition and/or have 
a limited life, building new housing in close proximity could quickly become a constraint on 
more ambitious future redevelopment; ultimately resulting in less housing, not more. We have 
seen examples of new infill development dispersed within housing estates that are nearing 
the end of their useful life that will make wholesale redevelopment much more challenging; 
potentially requiring the demolition of the new buildings to allow the optimum masterplan to be 
delivered.  
 
We feel strongly that numbers should not be the priority. Constrained sites are likely to be 
more suitable for some types of residential development than others. Short terraces of 
bungalows for older people have been built on former garage sites in a number of existing 
estates in Greenwich, freeing up larger family homes while allowing older residents to remain 
in the area. Despite the modest gain in numbers, this seems an eminently sensible approach 
but not one that a private developer would have been likely to pursue or one that a design 
code might anticipate. As with all policies, the GLA should explicitly value sensible, socially 
responsible and long-lasting solutions above targets. 
 
For these and other reasons we are not convinced by local design codes and feel that a set of 
examples with explanations of why each is successful in its context may be more useful. A 
presumption in favour should not be interpreted as requiring little or no scrutiny of proposals 
or a lesser duty to consult neighbours. Similarly, the absence of a local design code should 
not lead to automatic permission; inappropriate small development can cause considerable 
harm and should be carefully considered in the context of longer-term plans for the area. 
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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? 
 
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? 
 
We broadly agree with the NPPF and have considerable concerns about development within 
the curtilage of an existing home. Firstly, and as noted above, there is a risk that this makes a 
more comprehensive and considered approach to the redevelopment of the street or a group 
of houses, more difficult. We also have concerns about the practical and legal implications of 
backland development, particularly if the intention is to sell rather than let. There are 
implications for Title Deeds, Land Registry, mortgage lending, council tax, insurance and 
utilities; a formal Right of Way may be needed to gain access and drainage may need to be 
shared. Selling on either property will also be more complicated.  
 
The most likely scenario is that the new home will be built at the bottom of a garden where it 
could affect adjoining owners as much as the developing owner. The quality of the new 
homes could be variable and that while this, and other types of homeowner approaches, 
might have a certain charm they could also result in an unsightly patchwork. We are similarly 
concerned about the legal status and visual impact of ad hoc upward extensions and the 
compromises this implies for access and outdoor amenity space. We suggest that the Plan 
should at least acknowledge these risk factors issues and the supporting SPG should suggest 
how they may be overcome. 
 
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? 
 
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? 
 
g) What will happen in the interim pending the work to prepare area-wide design codes 
referred to in Policy H2 B 2)? 
 
The design principles for the housing SPG currently being produced by external consultants 
should address the issues and options in sufficient detail to provide meaningful advice to 
boroughs. That said, any proposals brought forward during this gap period should be 
thoroughly considered though the usual planning process, not subject to a presumption in 
favour. 
 
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? 
 
Any contributions required should be modest and proportionate to reflect the higher cost of 
developing small sites, and boroughs should have the discretion to waive them. We also 
suggest that developers are given a choice between a tariff and an on-site contribution. If a 
small site were to be developed to provide nine houses it is feasible that two could be 
affordable homes. Similarly with a small, flatted development for private sale, some of the 
ground floor flats could be designed with own-door access for affordable rent.   
 
Finally, we question the practicality of ‘no net loss of green space’ and the implication that a 
green roof is an adequate substitute for a usable green space. This feels unrealistic. 
 
 
Julia Park on behalf of Levitt Bernstein, December 2018. 


