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1.0 INTRODUCTION 

1.1 This Hearing Statement has been prepared by DLP Planning Ltd on behalf of our client, 
London Councils. 

1.2 London Councils represents London’s 32 boroughs and the City of London. They are a cross-
party organisation that works on behalf of all of its member authorities regardless of political 
persuasion. 

1.3 Representations at previous stages of the London Plan development have been submitted 
under representor number 2601.  

1.4 Matter 20 considers Policy H2 which deals with small sites and small housing developments. 

1.5 The draft London Plan should be consistent with national policy, this is set out in the National 
Planning Policy Framework (Framework) and Planning Practice Guidance (PPG). Guidance 
in the Framework and PPG refers in general to Local Plans, however as approached by 
previous inspectors to the London Plan we have considered the in context of paragraph 182 
of the Framework. It is in this context we make reference to matters of soundness in these 
representations. 
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2.0 MATTER: 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?  

b) Is it realistic to expect the small sites target to be achieved in the outer London 
Boroughs?  

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?  

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)?  

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? 

 

2.1 No, the presumption in favour of small housing developments of between 1 and 25 homes in  

Policy H2 and the targets in Table 4.2 is not justified, not deliverable and the policy will not 

be effective.  

2.2 Responses to each of the matter questions are set out below which explore why the Policy 

H2 and the targets in Table 4.2 are not justified, not deliverable and the policy not effective. 

The conclusion being that the policy is not sound in accordance with Paragraph 182 of the 

2012 National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF). Namely, the policy and targets fail to 

meet the following soundness tests: 
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a. It has not been positively prepared, as the effect of unachievable targets means 

that objectively assessed needs may not be met in a plan-led approach. 

b. The reliance on small sites to address housing requirements has not been justified 

as the most appropriate strategy, and has not be considered against reasonable 

alternatives, based on proportional evidence.  

c. The significant increase required in small sites completions has not be demonstrated 

to be deliverable and therefore it is not an effective approach.  

d. The approach to modelling the theoretical small sites targets is not consistent with 

national policy, set out in the 2012 NPPF, as there is not compelling evidence to 

demonstrate the small sites windfall target is based a reliable source of supply, 

contrary to NPPF paragraph 48. There are also concerns about consistency with the 

PPG and SEA Directive.   

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

reliance on PTALs?  

2.3 No. This policy aims to significantly increase the delivery of housing on small sites (1 – 25 

homes, on sites of 0.25ha or below) and has been derived from a modelled approach detailed 

in the SHLAA.  

2.4 Boroughs are concerned about the lack of collaboration they have had with the SHLAA and, 

in particular, the lack of opportunity to input into the method for calculating capacity of the 

modelled approach to small sites. The PPG (Housing and economic land availability 

assessment: Paragraph: 008 Reference ID: 3-008-20140306) states that regular working 

should be undertaken with LPAs in the housing market area, but in respect of the modelled 

approach to small sites this has not been the case. The GLA’s SHLAA methodology update, 

February 2017 (EIP Library ref: NLP/AD/01, paragraph 5.5, see below), states the intention 

to allow comment on the methodology but this appears not to have taken place, leaving the 

only opportunity to comment via formal representations to the Draft London Plan (dLP): 

5.5 As stated above, additional scenario testing on small sites will also be undertaken 

to explore the potential for trends in housing completions in terms of delivery and 

density to be increased as a result of planning policy changes in the London Plan and 
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Government reforms, for example, the scope for suburban intensification and whether 

the use of brownfield/small sites registers and permission in principle might increase 

housing delivery. The methodology and approach to scenario testing small sites 

‘windfall’ assumptions will be developed in more detail at a later date and will be 

shared with boroughs for comment. 

2.5 The following is noted from the West London Small Sites SHLAA (Non-Technical Summary, 

West London Alliance, November 2018, EIP Library ref: NLP/AD/15, page 3, paragraph 3.3 

point 1), which clarifies the lack of opportunity afforded the boroughs to engage with this 

matter: 

1. SHLAA Method and Engagement: The boroughs have not had an input into the 

method used to calculate the small sites target… 

2.6 Boroughs are concerned that the capacity of the small sites target established in the SHLAA 

is principally based on modelling, whereas this could have utilised borough-led data on 

available sites and past completions relating to small sites. Engagement on the method could 

have allowed the boroughs the appropriate opportunity to examine the implications fully.  

2.7 The following paragraphs from the SHLAA (EIP Library Ref: NLP/HOU/002) are relevant to 

the consideration of the justification of the small sites target, with our emphasis added in bold 

text: 

6.23 Modelling assumes that 1% of the existing stock of houses will increase in 

density in areas which benefit from PTALs 3 to 6 or are within 800m of a tube station, 

rail station or town centre boundary. … 

6.24 The 1% assumption is considered to provide a reasonable estimate for the 

level of net additional housing that could be provided in view of the potential impact 

of the proposed policy changes in the draft London Plan…. 

2.8 The dictionary definitions of ‘assumption’ and ‘estimate’ are set out below, with our emphasis 

added as underlined text: 

Assumption: A thing that is accepted as true or as certain to happen, without proof.  
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Estimate: Roughly calculate or judge the value, number, quantity, or extent of.  

Oxford Dictionaries | English. (2018). https://en.oxforddictionaries.com/definition/estimate  [Accessed 10 

Dec. 2018]. 

2.9 As an assumed estimate, the modelled figure of 1% appears not to be sufficiently justified. It 

therefore has the potential to create unachievable targets, which may create significant risk 

for the boroughs of non-delivery against them. In connection with the failure to demonstrate 

a 5 year housing land supply and the application of the ’tilted-balance’, the impact of this 

could be considerable, leading to development which is not plan-led, the additional cost of 

future appeals, and the impact on resources associated with seeking to allocate sites and/or 

justify the windfall through individual borough Local Plans, in order to try to meet what could 

be an unachievable target. 

2.10 Additionally, the effect of the approach taken in respect of the small sites target and a 

separate overall housing target is that there is limited scope for alternative strategies to be 

progressed by individual borough Local Plans in addressing these requirements. This will 

have the effect of stifling innovation. For example, if more larger sites where to come forward, 

the requirement for small sites would remain the same. Whilst referenced as a small sites 

‘target’ in the dLP in Table 4.2, the effect of Policies H2 and H3 is that these are requirements, 

which must be met (see minor changes MSC.4.9, MSC.4.10 and MSC.4.41, which 

emphasise this point).  

2.11 The additional clarification introduced through minor change MSC.4.41 is welcomed, in so 

far as it recognises that completions from large and small sites may fluctuate over the target 

period (2019/20 – 2029/30). The introduction of this additional policy criteria and the wording 

in paragraph 4.3.3 of the dLP, which states: 

…Housing completions against the London Plan small sites target are also likely to 

increase over time… 

demonstrates an acceptance that in the early years of the target period the annualised 

targets may be missed. A phased increase in delivery over time could be more appropriate 

as the targets start from next year 2019/20, but the policy is not in place. It will take time for 

sufficient sites to be brought forward through the planning process and then built out in order 

to meet these targets. The implication of under delivery in the early years of the plan is the 

https://en.oxforddictionaries.com/definition/estimate
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need for even higher increases in annual completions on small sites in the later years of the 

Plan. This has not been justified and there is no evidence to demonstrate that it is achievable. 

Also see response to Point F, below, regarding this point.  

2.12 Further change to Policy H3, point B would be welcomed. It could be clarified that the delivery 

should contribute towards achieving the ‘ten-year’ housing target set out in Table 4.2 

specifically, rather than (as currently drafted) referring to ‘targets’, which could mean both 

ten-year and annualised average targets. 

2.13 When considering the justification for the small sites target it is relevant to consider how this 

windfall requirement is consistent with the NPPF. The SHLAA, at paragraph 6.35, describes 

two components that make up the small sites windfall requirement: Component 1. Modelled 

findings; and 2. Remaining windfall trend. The remaining windfall trend covers completions 

from other types of small sites not included by the modelling. In this regard there appears to 

be no double counting, however confirmation of this is sought to ensure that is the case. 

2.14 The NPPF paragraph 48 states: 

48. Local planning authorities may make an allowance for windfall sites in the five-

year supply if they have compelling evidence that such sites have consistently 

become available in the local area and will continue to provide a reliable source of 

supply. Any allowance should be realistic having regard to the Strategic Housing Land 

Availability Assessment, historic windfall delivery rates and expected future trends, 

and should not include residential gardens. 

2.15 The NPPF requirement is on the need to have compelling evidence that such sites have 

consistently become available in the local area and will continue to provide a reliable 

source of supply. Past completion data demonstrates that small windfall sites have been 

consistently available, but on average, at a much lower level than the dLP requires. 

Therefore, it has not been compellingly demonstrated that there will be a sufficiently plentiful 

source of supply to meet the requirement, as it relies heavily on expected future trends 

brought about by a change in policy.  

2.16 The NPPF also requires the windfall allowance to be realistic, having regard to the SHLAA, 

the historic windfall delivery rates and expected future trends, and should not include 
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residential gardens. The target increases for some outer London boroughs are in excess of 

500% (based on upon the past 8-year trend). This hardly seem realistic and the evidence 

presented does not appear to be compelling.  

2.17 The PPG (paragraph: 24 Reference ID: 3-24-20140306) states that LPAs have the ability to 

identify broad locations in years 6-15 of the plan, which could include a windfall allowance 

based on a geographical area. However, the dLP has only set a 10-year requirement.  

2.18 Further comment on residential gardens is contained in response to Point D (below), however 

their loss is of concern to the boroughs. It is unclear if the SHLAA has adequately considered 

the implications of their past and future use. The SHLAA has used a planning application 

description search term to seek to consider these, however this may not be the most robust 

approach.  

2.19 There are concerns that Policy H2 will encourage the conversion of family sized housing, 

into smaller units, reducing stock, which will have the effect of working against the objective 

in Policy GG4 of creating mixed and balanced communities.   

2.20 Policy H2 is focused on application of the presumption in PTAL levels 3-6 or within 800 

metres of station or town centre boundary. The boroughs, whilst they believe that the 

increase in density around transport nodes is the correct option for housing growth in London, 

have concerns around the capacity of infrastructure, suburban infrastructure in particular, to 

handle such levels of growth. PTAL ratings are a crude tool and do not measure infrastructure 

capacity and there is no distinction between the regularity of service provision at different 

stations.  

2.21 It is unclear how the SHLAA has taken into account areas of flood risk when establishing the 

small sites target. Areas of high flood risk may have considerable impact on deliverability of 

small sites. The Integrated Impact Assessment (IIE) Post-consultation addendum report (EIP 

Library ref: NLP/CD/05, page 49) recommended that Policy H2 could make reference to the 

impact of small sites on flooding, and how potentially adverse impacts could be mitigated. 

However, this recommendation has not been taken up. 

2.22 Further concerns regarding the compliance of the IIE/Sustainability Appraisal have been set 

out in our Matter Statement to Matter: M19 Housing Supply and Targets, in response to 



 

11 
 

questions a) and b). These concerns clearly demonstrate that Policy H1 Increasing Housing 

Supply, has not been appropriately justified through a compliant SEA. The failings in respect 

of the Policy H2 are explained in response to Point C (below).   

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

Boroughs?  

2.23 The aim to increase housing supply is supported by boroughs who want to see a significant 

increase in market and affordable housing delivery across London. The ambition to increase 

delivery from small sites is recognised, however past delivery rates do not correlate to the 

target figures proposed for many of the outer London Boroughs.  

2.24 The outer London boroughs consider that the small sites targets are unrealistic and are 

mainly not based on evidence of past delivery (i.e. trend based), instead they are assumption 

based – and this is highly uncertain. The combined modelled and trend-based approaches 

taken from the SHLAA and transferred into the dLP has led to a target requirement that 38% 

of the overall annual housing target will be delivered on small sites. The target increases on 

average is 162% (compared to the past 8-year trend) and for some outer London boroughs 

it’s in excess of 500% (see Appendix 1), this seems extremely difficult to achievable in the 

timeframe, i.e. from April 2019 onwards.  

2.25 It will take time for sites to come forward either through applications or Local Plan allocations. 

There will be considerable pressure on borough Local Plan Teams with the increased need 

to allocate sites to achieve these targets, potentially delaying the delivery of Local Plans.  

2.26 The likely impact of missing the targets is the inability of some Boroughs to be able to 

demonstrate a 5 year housing land supply, and this risks opening up other locations which 

are not included in the plan-led approach. 

2.27 We note that the Home Builders Federation (HBF) stated the following in their response to 

the Draft London Plan: 

There are few small developers out there currently who are ‘champing at the bit’ 

waiting to take advantage of the change of policy. Moreover, many companies will be 

discouraged from operating in London owing to the complexities and costs associated 

with operating in London. One of the UK’s three biggest house builders refuses to 
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operate in London for these very reasons. The HBF has no small developer members 

who currently operate in London. 

2.28 The lack of developers demonstrates the difficult reality of achieving these targets. However, 

the outer boroughs are keen to work with the GLA to ensure that the overall housing target 

is met especially as such a transition will require a new and innovative model of delivery to 

enable a sustainable increase in housing density in suburban areas, and ensure that 

appropriate levels of new social infrastructure are provided.  

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?  

2.29 No. London Councils acknowledge that the proposed changes to a number of policies 

(including D6, H3 and H6) go some way to address the concerns detailed in the formal 

representations, however concern still exists around the impact on infrastructure (in particular 

public transport services), affordable housing provision and the impact on the character of 

neighbourhood. 

2.30 The policy will erode boroughs’ abilities to reject inappropriate development on small sites 

due to the presumption in favour of development. Small sites typically yield fewer 

contributions toward infrastructure and affordable housing than large sites. The cumulative 

impact of small developments on social infrastructure need to be adequately considered.  

2.31 If targets can be achieved the rate of change will have a significant implication for the 

sustainability of an area – namely the provision/capacity of the social infrastructure and public 

transport (service capacity and frequency). London Councils welcome the policy wording of 

changes in MSC4.41 to amend Policy H3, to acknowledge that completions will fluctuate over 

the target period of ten years. However, the implications of the policy are that the local 

character will not evolve steadily over time, rather neighbourhoods will be expected to 

transform with a significant increase in a relatively short timeframe. It is unclear how the 

policy will function alongside the requirements of paragraphs 64 and 65 of the NPPF and 

dLP Policy D1.  

2.32 When considering the impact of the policy it is helpful to consider the Integrated Impact 

Assessment (IIA) of the draft New London Plan, which contains the Strategic Environmental 
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Assessment (SEA) of the dLP. It is set out in documents NLP/CD/04 (IIA) and NLP/CD/05 

(IIA addendum).  

2.33 Policy H2 is assessed in the IIA addendum, at pages 49 to 51. For the purposes of this 

statement, we have focussed our concerns on objectives 6, 7, 9 to 24 of the IIA which fulfil 

the purpose of SEA. Through our review of the assessment of Policy H2, we have identified 

several areas of concern, which are required to be addressed as set out in the SEA directive 

(and SA regulations), the most pertinent to question (c) are as follows: 

a. No realistic alternatives are considered for the small sites targets / distribution across 

London 

b. An alternative of ‘business as usual’ or ‘do nothing’ has not been included 

c. The sustainability effects of each alternative are not identified and are not compared 

d. The characteristics of areas likely to be significantly affected are not described; both 

within the physical boundary of the dLP nor beyond 

2.34 The dLP’s evidence base has failed to adequately assess the environmental and social 

implications of the proposed small sites housing targets. There is no comparison between a 

business as usual approach (trend based windfalls) and the proposed small sites distribution 

on a London wide basis, nor on a more appropriate geography of a borough by borough 

basis.  

2.35 The assessment is so ‘high level’ that meaningful conclusions to the sustainability effects of 

the policy cannot be adequately identified. For example, objective 6 ‘Make the best and most 

efficient use of land so as to support sustainable patterns and forms of development’ scores 

a single + for short and medium term effects, however it is not at all possible to ascertain 

how this assessment has been carried out on a London wide basis nor for each borough. 

The long-term effects score a ++, however the timeframe for this is 15 years+, and the policy 

targets are required to have been met some 5 years before. This appears to be an indication 

that there is recognition that it will take time to change the delivery levels on small sites.  

2.36 For objectives 12, 13, 15, 17 and 18 a score of n/a is given which according to the key means 

‘This is applied to objectives that are clearly not affected by the option or policy being 
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assessed.’ Considering that policy H2 proposes to significantly increase small scale 

developments across London and in particular in the outer boroughs, it likely that there will 

be affects upon: 

• Objective 12 – To ensure the education and skill provision meets the needs to 

London’s existing and future labour market and improves life chances for all. 

• Objective 13 - To safeguard and enhance the Capital’s rich cultural offer, 

infrastructure, heritage, natural environment and talent to benefit all Londoners while 

delivering new activities that strengthen London’s global position 

• Objective 15 – To ensure London adopts and becomes more resilient to the impacts 

of climate change and extreme weather event such as flood, drought and heat risk.  

• Objective 18 – which concerns water supply and drainage 

2.37 It is of great concern to London Councils that these issues are not considered sufficiently 

important to be part of the assessment of policy H2. It is difficult to understand how these 

issues will not be affected by the significant increase of small scale housing delivery across 

London. Of particular concern is the lack of assessment of objective 13, in relation to 

infrastructure. 

2.38 The IIA/SEA does not explain what reasonable alternatives had been considered and 

therefore fails to establish why they had been rejected. The requirement to consider 

alternatives is iterative of the plan making process, failure to do will result in a non-compliant 

SEA.  

2.39 London Councils consider that the social and environmental implications of the increase and 

distribution in small sites housing delivery across London have not been considered at all, 

because of significant failings in the IIA. Without a robust IIA/SEA there is no justification to 

support policy H2.  
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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?  

2.40 No. The boroughs have concerns that over-development within the curtilage of dwellings will 

lead to the unacceptable loss of green space and residential gardens. The minor change to 

include policy criteria HB is welcomed, however the off-site greening options may not prove 

appropriate in some cases. The operation of Paragraph 53 of the NPPF is considered to be 

more appropriately dealt with by the individual borough Local Plans, and therefore it should 

not be for the strategic London Plan to rule on this matter. 

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?  

2.41 In respect of the both Local Plans, Neighbourhood Plans and development management, 

this policy has become very complex, with numerous sub-criterion and caveats, so much so 

that the effectiveness of the policy is called into question.  

2.42 The introduction of policy H2 criteria HA-HC may well eliminate the positive presumption; 

however, London Councils generally welcome them. What is a concern is the implications 

these criteria have on the suitability of the modelled windfall allowance, and they call into 

question the validity of the targets proposed if restrictions are placed upon delivery. boroughs’ 

need time to assess the implications of these changes.  

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?  

2.43 The policy does not stipulate how the delivery will be achieved beyond the determination of 

planning applications. London Councils have highlighted that further consultation is needed 

to establish realistic targets for small site delivery. They consider that it unlikely that this will 

be achieved based on the actual delivery of sites dating back 12 years.   

2.44 The responses to the above questions have already highlighted the concerns held about how 

delivery can be achieved.  
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2.45 There are ‘tools’ that sit outside of the London Plan which could help to increase housing 

delivery, some of these are listed in the dLP at paragraphs 4.1.3 to 4.1.6 which are taken 

from in the London Housing Strategy. These are supported by London Councils.  

2.46 There needs to be clarity as to what the GLA expects boroughs and corporations to do to 

ensure homes are built once permission is granted (paragraph 1.4.6). These are assumed 

to be those listed from 4.1.3 to 4.1.6. London Councils recognises the delivery of homes is 

complex and in practical terms, only begins once permission is granted and therefore support 

the London Housing Strategy, but would welcome clarification on what else could be done. 

It is important to establish this now, to ensure delivery is based upon realism. London 

Councils notes that other representations made to the dLP cite concerns with the housing 

market’s ability to deliver the homes identified.   

2.47 As a strategic plan making authority, the GLA should be working with the boroughs and 

corporations to ensure that the housing targets are realistic and based upon robust evidence, 

rather than being based solely on high aspirations. London Councils considers that firstly, 

the evidence base informing the housing targets needs to be revisited. Following this, if 

targets remain at similar levels then a stepped approach would be reasonable given the 

transition to increase small site delivery to the scale required. However, whether the housing 

requirement is ‘pushed back’ into later years or ‘redistributed’ would need to be considered, 

depending on the scale and implication to annual targets of a stepped approach. As such it 

may be appropriate to build provisions into the policy framework to reflect this, in order to 

prevent issues with a lack of 5 years housing land supply arising. 

2.48 London Councils identified a further barrier to increased delivery, which relates to the 

significant under resourcing of the London boroughs. The cumulative impact of the dLP will 

undoubtedly increase pressure on planning departments. As well as the expected significant 

increase in planning applications, the approach to design and density is likely to be resource 

intensive which could prolong the decision and plan making processes. Adequate resourcing 

to deal with the level of planning applications to permit the scale of development envisioned 

in the dLP effectively has not been considered. London Councils consider that well-resourced 

planning departments should be added as an additional tool, as this is fundamental to 

achieving higher rates of delivery. 
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g) What will happen in the interim pending the work to prepare area-wide design codes 

referred to in Policy H2 B 2)?  

2.49 Where design-codes are not in place, the effect of criterion E of the policy is that planning 

permission should be approved unless it can be demonstrated that the development would 

give rise to an unacceptable level of harm that outweighs the benefit of additional housing 

provision. Criterion F of the policy lists instances where the presumption does not apply.  

2.50 As worded, criterion F places the onus on the LPA to determine if an unacceptable level of 

harm exists. If the policy was worded as follows, the onus would be on the applicant and 

reduce the burden upon the LPAs: …planning permission should be approved where the 

applicant demonstrates to the satisfaction of the LPA that development would not give rise 

to unacceptable levels of harm… 

2.51 London Councils have fundamental concerns about resourcing to achieve the level of design-

codes required to adequately address the range in character areas across London and the 

individual boroughs.  

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? 

2.52 London Councils believe that the GLA should continue to work with borough to increase the 

delivery of genuinely affordable housing. London Councils would like further clarity from the 

GLA as to how both affordable housing and small sites delivery requirements can be 

achieved.  
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Appendix 1: Comparison of Trends and the Ten Year Target 

Planning 
Authority 

Approach 1 
8 year 
windfall 
assessment 
based on 
post-
recession 
trends 
(2008/9 to 
2015/16) 

Approach 2 
Longer 
term 12 
year 
windfall 
assessment 
(2004/5 to 
2015/16) 

10 year 
targets 
(2019/20-
2028/29) for 
net housing 
completions 
on small 
sites 

Percentage 
change 
from 
Approach 
1 to new 10 
year 
targets 

Percentage 
change 
from 
Approach 
2 to new 10 
year 
targets 

Barking & 
Dagenham 

990 1,092 5,190 424% 375% 

Barnet 3,050 3,350 12,040 295% 259% 

Bexley 1,100 1,275 8,650 686% 578% 

Brent 2,580 2,533 10,230 297% 304% 

Bromley 2,350 3,125 10,290 338% 229% 

Camden 3,280 3,525 3,760 15% 7% 

City of 
London 

740 633 740 0% 17% 

Croydon 5,460 6,175 15,110 177% 145% 

Ealing 3,030 3,250 10,740 254% 230% 

Enfield 2,040 2,525 9,830 382% 289% 

Greenwich 2,110 2,342 6,810 223% 191% 

Hackney 6,580 6,642 6,600 0% -1% 

Hammersmith 
& Fulham 

2,590 2,275 2,980 15% 31% 

Haringey 2,600 3,000 6,260 141% 109% 

Harrow 2,210 2,533 9,650 337% 281% 

Havering 1,450 1,900 9,040 523% 376% 

Hillingdon 1,760 1,958 7,650 335% 291% 

Hounslow 1,810 1,842 6,800 276% 269% 

Islington 4,840 5,667 4,840 0% -15% 

Kensington & 
Chelsea 

1,180 1,275 1,690 43% 33% 

Kingston 1,260 1,608 6,250 396% 289% 

Lambeth 4,000 5,267 6,540 64% 24% 

Lewisham 3,600 4,183 8,290 130% 98% 

London 
Legacy 
Development 
Corporation 

730 542 800 10% 48% 

Merton 1,690 2,275 6,710 297% 195% 
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Newham 2,500 2,642 9,500 280% 260% 

Old Oak Park 
Royal 
Development 
Corporation 

60 58 60 0% 3% 

Redbridge 2,060 2,267 9,380 355% 314% 

Richmond 1,560 1,908 6,340 306% 232% 

Southwark 6,010 7,058 8,000 33% 13% 

Sutton 1,350 1,742 7,380 447% 324% 

Tower 
Hamlets 

5,280 5,417 5,660 7% 4% 

Waltham 
Forest 

2,730 3,250 8,890 226% 174% 

Wadsworth 4,090 4,600 7,740 89% 68% 

Westminster 5,040 4,858 5,290 5% 9% 

Total 93,710 104,592 245,730 162% 135% 
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