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London Tenants Federation 2571   

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?  
 

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

boroughs? 
 

While we have some scepticism around how many of proposed small sites (identified in 

the SHLAA) will actually come to fruition in terms of delivery (across London), we are 

keen to see small sites contributing to housing delivery if they are sensitively carried out 

and IF they provide the level of low cost / social rented housing required.  It is essential 

that outer London contribute to this. We don’t feel there are any justifiable reasons to 

make this more or less realistic in terms of delivery here than elsewhere in London.  

Again, we note that many of the outer London boroughs have (since 2005) have 

managed to deliver a higher percentage of social rented homes than inner London. We 

would like to see this continued and increased as many outer London boroughs have a 

smaller stock of social rented homes than inner London.  At the same time many inner 

London boroughs should feel ashamed in respect of their poor percentage delivery of 

essential low-cost social rented homes.   

 

Social 
rented  

Total 
housing 
delivery  

Non- 
social 
housing  

% social 
rented 

Tower Hamlets 5334 26392 21058 20 
Havering 1238 6802 5564 18 
Enfield 1157 6430 5273 18 
Greenwich 2530 14094 11564 18 
Brent 2607 14850 12243 18 
Kensington and Chelsea 474 2740 2266 17 
Croydon 2891 17858 14967 16 
Barking and Dagenham 953 6145 5192 16 
Haringey 1350 8865 7515 15 
Hounslow 1640 11063 9423 15 
Richmond upon Thames 704 4789 4085 15 
Bromley 1233 8617 7384 14 
Barnet 2026 14435 12409 14 
Newham 2360 16994 14634 14 
Merton 818 5908 5090 14 
Ealing 1704 12549 10845 14 
Lambeth 2203 16322 14119 13 
Westminster 1596 12102 10506 13 
Islington 2580 20346 17766 13 
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Hillingdon 1278 10416 9138 12 
Southwark 2544 20810 18266 12 
Lewisham 1728 14378 12650 12 
Bexley 484 4196 3712 12 
Hackney 2087 18286 16199 11 
Sutton 650 5809 5159 11 
Camden 1189 11291 10102 11 
Waltham Forest 819 7791 6972 11 
Kingston upon Thames 398 4466 4068 9 
Hammersmith and Fulham 722 8863 8141 8 
Redbridge 506 6393 5887 8 
Harrow 455 6743 6288 7 
Wandsworth 798 17809 17011 4 
City of London 26 1403 1377 2 

 

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?  
 

One might ask this same question in relation to development across London.  
 

Large scale development areas / opportunity and regeneration areas are taking place 

across London with:  

• insufficient delivery of low-cost social rented homes – consistently adding to the 

horrendous levels of backlog need for this type of housing; 

• massive competition around whether essential social rented (or even intermediate) 

housing is delivered or whether essential green, social and community 

infrastructure is delivered, dependent on developers’ profit margins and insufficient 

public investment;  

• the character of neighbourhoods, particularly those with a predominance of low-

income households are being pretty much obliterated to develop new areas re-

modelled on the requirements of high-income households who have no interest in 

the existing communities or their history, but only in what is important to others 

‘like us’.  

Surely, what must also be questioned is whether development sites, large of small, (as 

already highlighted in our submission to M19) are being identified in the SHLAA for 

housing without, at the same time, giving full consideration to the levels of affordable 

housing (particularly low-cost social rented), as well as the social and community 

infrastructure, green and play spaces.  If this is not being considered at the same time, it 

would seem that there is something wrong either with the methodology of the 

development of the SHLAA or the ways in which methodology is applied.   

We support Just Space’s call for social impact assessments to be carried out in large 

scale developments. Clearly with a larger dependence on small sites, the accumulate 

impact must also be subject to a process of assessing the social impact at the same time 

as the SHLAA is produced.  The London Mayor should commit (in the London Plan) to 

doing this.   
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We would argue that the removal of the previous London Plan policy on Lifetime 

Neighbourhoods is unhelpful in this respect and that this is not adequately replaced by 

the Mayor’s good growth policies.  

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 strategy 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?  

We feel that small sites are ideal for neighbourhood forums, custom, self-build and 

community led developments.  Our members include the London Federation of 

Housing Co-ops and the National Federation of TMOs, both of whom have members 

who are keen to develop small sites with low-cost social rented homes particularly if 

supported by their boroughs.  There are already some community led organisations that 

already delivering low cost / social rented homes – such as Leathermarket TMO / CBS1.  

Phoenix community housing had planned to deliver social-rented homes before the 

government’s -1% cap on social rents was set in 2014/15 – but may be able to look at 

this again in the near future. We are aware that Loughborough TMO / EMB2 in 

Lambeth is also keen to develop new social rented homes.  

We propose that:   

• H2 A2 could more proactively say that boroughs should work positively with, or 

support neighbourhood forums, custom, self-build and community led housing 

organisations to prepare site specific briefs, masterplans …….. 

• It would seem sensible to mention the Mayor’s hub in Policy H2 and it would be 

useful also to require the boroughs (i) to work with the Mayor to identify small sites 

that would be ideal for community led social housing developments and (ii) to work 

closely with such groups in matching community led groups with appropriate sites.  
  

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 B2)? 
 

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? 
 

Yes – justified by 163,000 backlog need for low cost / social rented homes.   

                                                           
1 http://www.leathermarketcbs.org.uk/ 
2 http://www.loughboroughestate.org.uk/ 


