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Respondent No. 1195 
The Retirement Housing Consortium  
 
Draft London Plan 
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: 
 
No.  
 
The Consortium supports the promotion of the presumption in favour of 
development for small sites, but this policy needs to be expanded beyond the 
current one size fits all approach.  
 
As drafted a generic 25-unit threshold applies to cater for all housing types. 
Unfortunately, this threshold does little to support the delivery of specialist 
housing for older people. The Consortium representations were clear that if the 
aspiration to increase the supply of specialist housing for older people was to be 
achieved, policies such as draft policy H2 need to reflect the unique nature of the 
older persons housing sector.  
 
Retirement housing proposals of 25 units are generally not viable and result in 
unaffordable service charges for residents. A threshold of 35 units and above for 
housing for older people might allow sufficient flexibility for this sector to benefit 
from the presumption in favour of development.   
 
In relation to the delivery of older persons’ housing, Policy H15 advises that there 
is a need to deliver 4,000 units per annum of older persons’ accommodation to 
meet the total potential demand for this form of accommodation (paragraph 
4.15.4 of the DLP).  
 
Put into context, Table 3.38 of the most recent Annual Monitoring Report (AMR) 
advises that only 624 units of specialist older persons’ accommodation were 
approved in 2016/17. There is therefore a need to be an increase in output in this 
sector by circa 600% per annum to meet demand. 
 
Only by allowing flexibility and by adopting a similar in favour presumption to that 
proposed in draft policy H2, will the supply of retirement housing increase to 
sustainable levels. The policy imposes major new planning requirements on local 
authorities on sites which would usually be delivered on an ad hoc basis through 
windfall development. Additionally, the sites are likely to be restricted. 
 
 
a) Is the modelling of delivery from small sites in the SHLAA justified, 
including reliance on PTALs? 
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The Consortium shares the view of the HBF that the step change in overall 
housing delivery is expected to arise as a result of the increased delivery of small 
sites.  In our consultation responses to the DLP, the consortium supported the 
presumption in favour of small sites in sub-clause D) of Policy H2 however we are 
concerned with the caveats detailed in sub-clause F) of the same Policy.     
Notwithstanding the above we share the concerns of the HBF (in their separate 
submissions) on the reliance of small sites to provide 24.573 completions per 
year from 2019. We therefore support the response of the HBF in this regard. 
 
b) Is it realistic to expect the small sites target to be achieved in the outer 
London Boroughs? 
 
No. The Consortium supports the principle of the optimising the use of previously 
developed land in sustainable locations on smaller sites.  As previously 
mentioned if this policy is to be utilised to facilitate the delivery of much needed 
accommodation for older people on small sites as delivered by The Consortium it 
needs to be adapted to allow the delivery of retirement housing on small sites. 
Such sites are eminently suitable for specialist older persons’ accommodation 
and the best use of such sites is a defining characteristic of this form of 
development. 
 
It is also well recognised that the delivery of specialist older persons’ housing 
frees up under occupied housing stock.  In accordance with the Government’s 
bedroom standard in which people have at least two unused bedrooms, 57% of 
people aged over 55 were considered to be under occupying.  Research by the 
Intergenerational Foundation in 2011 entitled ‘Hoarding of Housing: The 
intergenerational crisis in the housing market’ identified that there were 18 million 
surplus bedrooms in 2009/2010, 9 million of which were under occupied by those 
aged 60 and over. Shelter calculated in their research entitled ‘A better fit? 
Creating Housing choices for an ageing population’ (2012) that if 20% of older 
households currently under occupying were to downsize, around 840,000 family 
homes would be released, including 760,000 that were owner occupied in tenure. 
 
Increasing the delivery of specialist older persons’ housing in Greater London 
would increase the diversity of available housing stock, not only by meeting the 
housing needs of older Londoners but also families and first time buyers through 
the release of under occupied housing stock.  
 
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. It is the view of the consortium that the cumulative impact of prescriptive 
policy requirements will impact the viability of development and deter schemes 
from coming forward and will limit the overall delivery of the Plan’s ambitions. 
 
Part HA of the policy sets out that the scheme should meet the following 
requirements: 
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b) meet minimum cycle parking standards   
c) not exceed maximum residential parking standards 
 
Flexibility is required for older people’s accommodation parking standards to 
reflect the car use of residents as well as the location of the site. In general, the 
DLP should apply flexibility for older people’s housing proposals recognising the 
difference between older people’s housing proposals and general needs housing. 
Older people may be more reliant on the car than the younger population and 
mobility can assist with independence and well-being. 
 
It is the view of The Consortium that where specialist accommodation makes 
provision for mobility scooters, a lower level of discretionary cycle spaces should 
be considered.  
 
 
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? 
 
Yes.  
 
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? 
 
Under the Greater London Authority Act 1999 as amended, and supporting 
regulations, the London Plan should deal only with matters of strategic 
importance to Greater London. Therefore, to involve itself with matters such as 
the requirement to produce design codes for sites of 0.25 hectares in size and 
under seems to markedly overstep the remit of the plan and stands to reduce and 
possibly eliminate the positive presumption for small housing developments. It 
would be more suitable for The London Plan policies to set the strategic 
requirements in these areas with the individual Boroughs’ local or neighbourhood 
plans, where they can take account of local characteristics and allow for an 
appropriate level of engagement and accountability. 
 
  
 
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? 
 
As previously set out in this response, we share the concerns of the HBF (in their 
separate submissions) on the reliance of small sites to provide 24.573 
completions per year from 2019. We therefore support the response of the HBF in 
this regard. 
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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)? 
 
The need for site specific design code will markedly slow down the delivery of 
small sites. Design flexibility on such sites is needed, especially so considering 
the unique design requirements of older people’s housing proposals as delivered 
by the Consortium. The policy is overly prescriptive and allows 
 less scope for boroughs to consider the local context. In addition to this, the 
adoption of this policy could be considered to render out of date or supersede 
existing borough policies on these matters even where the borough policy is up to 
date and has been examined on the basis that it is suitable for the delivery of the 
small site based on its local context. 
 
The Consortium shares the view of the HBF that a new Local Plan will need to be 
prepared by each of the London Boroughs.  
 
Plan preparation is a time consuming and costly process and many of the London 
Boroughs have yet to update their Local Plans against the targets of the 2016 
London Plan.  This further decreases the likelihood of meeting the DLP’s housing 
targets. 
 
 
h) Are the provisions of Policy H2 H) relating to affordable housing 
requirements for minor developments  
 
 
The acceptance that an off-site affordable housing contribution on small sites and 
the flexibility for payments to be collected prior to the occupation of development, 
rather than prior to commencement of development in these instances is 
welcomed by The Consortium. It is welcomed especially as it recognises 
management difficulties for onsite delivery of affordable housing for minor 
developments which are much the same as retirement housing which is why the 
flexibility should be extended to retirement living. We submit that the approach 
should be extended to provide some flexibility when considering sites above 10 
units but below 25.  
 
The constraints of a small site and the nature of a particular development (such 
as retirement housing) may make it undesirable and impractical to provide 
affordable housing on site.   
 
 
 


