
 

DRAFT LONDON PLAN: EXAMINATION IN PUBLIC 

MATTER M20 – SMALL SITES AND SMALL HOUSING DEVELOPMENTS 

1. Introduction 

1.1 This statement is submitted by the West London Alliance on behalf of its member 

authorities: Barnet, Brent, Ealing, Harrow, Hillingdon and Hounslow. This statement should 

as a matter of course be read in conjunction with the individual consultation responses 

submitted by the boroughs for finer-grain detail and borough-specific matters. 

1.2 It is informed by the West London Small Sites Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment 

(WLSHLAA) which has been placed in the examination library. The WLSHLAA comprises a 

detailed critique of the Mayor’s methodology in developing the small sites targets (Part A -  

Library document NLP/AD/16 and NLP/AD/17) and an examination of relevant development 

trends showing that the targets are unrealistic in practical terms (Part B – Library document 

NLP/AD/18 and NLP/AD/19). There is also a non-technical summary (NLP/AD/15). Although 

Hammersmith and Fulham are members of the WLA and have expressed concerns about 

Policy H2, they were not party to the WLSHLAA as their area is more characteristic of inner 

London. 

1.3 We do not consider that the presumption in favour of small housing development of 1-25 

homes on sites in draft Policy H2 and Table 4.2 is sound in terms of paragraph 182 of the 

NPPF (2012) as they are: 

• Not justified as being the most appropriate strategy considered against reasonable 

alternatives based on proportionate evidence; or 

• unlikely to be effective, deliverable over the period of the new London Plan. 

1.4 The targets in Table 4.2 of the draft London Plan (DLP) comprise 38% of the overall housing 

target for West London boroughs. That they are flawed in conception, unevidenced and 

contrary to national policy undermines the soundness of the DLP’s housing targets (there are 

other factors suggesting these are unfit for purpose, explained in our statement for Matter 

M19). 

1.5 West London boroughs agree there should be a step change in housing delivery to meet the 

needs of a growing and increasingly diverse population. Many already have policies 

encouraging development of small sites (see paras. 8.12-8.17 WLSHLAA Part A). It is vital, 

however, that this is done in a properly planned way informed by robust evidence and 

clearly capable of reasonable implementation.  

1.6 The modelled approach to calculating small sites targets was introduced at a very late stage 

in preparing the London Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment (LSHLAA). It appears 

to be the Mayor’s response to the need to start moving towards a more need-based housing 

target. Significant flaws in the approach – which was not discussed with boroughs, 

housebuilders or other stakeholders -  have resulted in targets for which there is little 

evidence of deliverability. As such they do not meet the NPPF requirement that policies 

should be both aspirational and deliverable1. 

                                                           
1 National Planning Policy Framework (2012), paragraphs 154 and 173; NPPF (2018), paragraph 15(b) 



 

1.7 We regret that the Mayor did not engage with boroughs and others about the proposed 

approach to small sites, particularly given the excellent record of engagement in other areas 

of the SHLAA. In our view this has resulted in poorer policy, the deliverability of which is 

questionable. We remain keen to work with the Mayor to develop and implement better 

evidenced and more realistic and effective policies.  

1.8 Until now London SHLAAs have taken an approach to small sites based on projections of past 

trends. These are a robust starting point in developing targets, inherently taking account of 

all the factors affecting development of small sites, avoiding double counting and giving an 

indication of the likely availability of sites for development and the rate at which they come 

forward. The strength of this approach is recognised in national policy – para. 48 of the NPPF 

(2012) states that allowance can be made for “windfall” sites if there is compelling evidence 

that: 

• such sites have consistently become available in the local area; 

• they will continue to provide a reliable source of supply; and 

• allowance is realistic having regard to the SHLAA, historic delivery and expected future 

trends. 

1.9 The trend-based element of the DLP small sites targets meet these requirements; as will be 

shown in this statement, the modelled element meets none of them. As this comprises 86% 

of the small sites targets for West London (and between 82-91% of individual boroughs’ 

targets)2, these shortcomings fundamentally undermine the targets in DLP table 4.2.  

1.10 We would suggest that they should be withdrawn and that either   

• the current London Plan targets are rolled over; or 

• targets are adopted based on the large sites element of the LSHLAA plus a realistic 

assessment of small site capacity based on historic delivery or at the level identified in 

the WLSHLAA “alternative scenario” (table 3 in the Non-Technical Summary). 

1.11 The Mayor can then engage with the boroughs, housebuilders and others to agree a 

soundly-based approach to small sites and the contribution they can make to meeting 

London’s housing needs that can be taken forward in the new policies the Secretary of State 

has directed the Mayor to prepare to reflect national policy at an early stage after 

publication of the new London Plan3. West London boroughs are keen to contribute to 

discussions of this kind. 

2. Questions put by the Panel 

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

PTALs? 

No. A modelled approach of this kind is inappropriate. The approach taken in the LSHLAA is 

unjustified, unsupported by evidence and over-simplistic. 

                                                           
2 These figures exclude Hammersmith and Fulham 
3 Letter to the Mayor from the Secretary of State for Housing, Communities and Local Government, 27th July 
2018 



 

Paragraph 48 of the NPPF (2012) is clear that any targets for development of unidentified “windfall” 

sites must be based on compelling evidence that they will be a reliable source of supply. In reality 

this will depend on a range of factors beyond the scope of the planning system including the state of 

the national economy and the willingness of landowners to have sites developed. The model does 

not allow for any of these factors and results in figures so substantially higher than historic delivery 

that proportionate justification about their realism is required – none is given. The model also does 

not allow for the fact that the stock of potential sites will necessarily decline over time. The 

approach to use of historic windfall rates supported by NPPF (2012) paragraph 48 inherently 

captures all the factors affecting delivery on small sites; the modelled approach only seeks to predict 

the impact of Policy H2 (without clarity about how this is done), with no consideration of wider 

constraints – an approach unjustified in the LSHLAA. 

The key assumption on which the whole approach is based is that 1% of the existing stock of houses 

will increase in density in defined locations. This is justified in a single sentence in para. 6.24 of the 

LSHLAA as “a reasonable estimate” of additional housing that could be delivered given the “potential 

impact” of Policy H2. No explanation has been given about why it is considered “reasonable”; no 

evidence is provided to support it and the process used to develop it is not described. There are no 

alternative scenarios or sensitivity testing. There is no discussion of factors like current uses of 

housing stock that might affect the assumption.  

While Policy H2 introduces a presumption in favour of development, criteria D-HC outline many of 

the current planning constraints limiting the capacity of small sites. No assessment has been made 

of the impact each of these have on the 1% assumption. Some of these (such as no net loss of green 

cover) are clearly significant, but there is nothing about the effect this might have on overall 

capacity. There has been no practical sense-testing on the ground - the 1% rate is not supported by 

West London boroughs’ experience or the findings of the very comprehensive WLSHLAA. 

The second assumption in the model is a conversion rate. These are borough-wide, rather than 

reflecting the locations mentioned in H2. They include back gardens (contrary to paragraph 48 of the 

NPPF (2012)).  They do not distinguish between existing residential unit types and give only limited 

recognition of the different types of development (including hybrids of different types). There is no 

recognition of developments resulting in net losses of dwellings4. 

The use of PTALs is also flawed. They are only one measure of accessibility and do not address the 

full range of local factors which may affect use of public transport (like choice of destination); in 

West London there are many areas where PTALs are not well correlated with use of public transport 

and active modes, making them unreliable as a guide to where large-scale intensification can occur 

sustainably. Making areas of PTAL 3-6, around stations and town centres standalone rather than 

cumulative categories is also unsound; as the WLSHLAA shows, there are stations, particularly 

outside town centres where PTAL levels fall below 3 in all or part of the surrounding 800m zone. This 

is best illustrated in Appendix 6 of Part A of the WLSHLAA5 where all of the output areas have been 

mapped with PTALs 0-2 hatched. PTALs vary widely over small areas and the approach taken does 

not take account of the fact that given the linear nature of many centres accessibility can be much 

lower in parts of the modelled zones.  

                                                           
4 These points are explained in more detail in paragraphs 7.37-7.52 of Part A of the WLSHLAA (NLP/AD/16) 
5 NLP/AD/17 



 

Although steps have been taken to avoid it, there is still scope for double counting between the 

modelled and trend-based elements and stock that has already been intensified has not been 

factored in6.  

 

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

No. The model results in disproportionately high targets for outer London – in West London targets 

218% higher than 2004/5-15/16 trends. It takes no account of the availability of social and other 

infrastructure there (especially given its dispersed pattern of provision) or of its huge diversity in 

character and quality. Its use of PTALs overestimates sustainable intensification opportunities here 

and overlooks reliance on private transport modes. Although it is accepted that the character of a 

place can change over time, the scale of change envisaged by the targets in a ten year period would 

be unprecedented while the DLP seeks to restrict the ability of the planning system to properly 

manage it. 

Part of the reason for the disproportion is the exclusion of intensification of flats, despite the fact 

that this comprises a substantial element of recorded schemes (37% in West London alone). The 

WLSHLAA (paragraphs 7.31-7.37 of Part B7) suggests that flatted development should be considered 

as a source, albeit with a lower conversion factor. No reason is given for this in the LSHLAA; their 

inclusion would allow a moderated approach that could result in a more even distribution across 

London. 

In reality targets on this scale are unprecedented and highly unlikely to be met in outer boroughs. 

The Housing Delivery Test is likely to mean that over time the ability to apply regional and local 

policies may be reduced; the ability to apply a range of policy priorities may be reduced. It is likely 

the outcome would undermine the plan-led system, leading to ad hoc development to the detriment 

of good planning and delivery of sustainable development contrary to the Mayor’s good growth 

objectives. 

 

c) Has adequate consideration been given to the cumulative impacts of this policy on, among 

other things, infrastructure, affordable housing provision and the characters of some 

neighbourhoods as referred to in paragraph 4.2.5? 

No. The contrast between the care taken in the LSHLAA to ensure these factors (and others like flood 

risk) are taken into account for larger sites and the lack of any reference to them with regard to 

small sites is striking. There is no allowance in the modelled approach for these factors. Policy H2 will 

undermine boroughs’ (and service providers’) ability to plan for the range of social and other 

infrastructure required to deliver the LP’s own principles of good growth. It will also undermine the 

ability to apply DLP Policy SI12 to manage current and expected flood risk. 

While it is true that places will change over time, the distinctive characters of outer London’s 

neighbourhoods are one of its strengths, playing an important role in London’s success. Character is 

more than a matter of aesthetics and brings in all the matters that make for a good quality of life 

and integral to good planning, including provision of social infrastructure. There is no evidence that 

                                                           
6 See paragraph 3.7 of Part A of the WLSHLAA (NLP/AD/16) 
7 NLP/AD/18 



 

the implications of development on the scale envisaged on these wider issues have been taken into 

account in setting the proposed targets.  

There is a need to carefully plan for change, rather than simply allowing it to happen regardless of 

wider consequences. Unfortunately, the proposed policy will militate against this. If intensification 

on the scale envisaged by the targets took place over a ten year period, the effect on 

neighbourhoods would be likely to be substantially greater than para. 4.2.5 suggests. The current 

emphasis on large sites allows authorities to mitigate most of these risks through comprehensively 

designed schemes and planning obligations. There is much less scope to do so on small sites. 

 

d) Is the policy support for infill development within the curtilage of a house consistent with 

national policy at paragraph 53 of the NPPF which refers to resisting inappropriate 

development of residential gardens? 

No. Paragraph 53 of the NPPF enables boroughs to consider including policies in local plans to resist 

development of residential gardens where this can be shown to be inappropriate. Policy H2 seeks to 

override this on a blanket basis. Additionally, paragraph 48 of the NPPF states that allowances for 

windfall sites in SHLAAs should not include residential gardens. These policies are carried forward in 

paragraph 70 of the 2018 NPPF. It is clear from their letters to the Mayor of 2nd March and 27th July 

2018 that successive Secretaries of State consider these policies are not in accordance with national 

policy. 

No justification is given for these departures from national policy in light of the duty imposed by 

section 41(4) of the Greater London Authority Act 1999. 

Because this form of development is assumed to involve gain of units without affecting existing 

properties it has a disproportionate effect in inflating the gross growth factor used in the modelling, 

Paragraphs 7.53-58 of Part A of the WLSHLAA explains the scale of the effect this has. 

 

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? 

Policy H2 should be redrafted to make it more user-friendly. 

The qualifications to the presumption in favour of small site developments are welcomed and 

supported as vital to ensuring development meeting the DLP’s good growth policies. Some (for 

example minimum standards for private internal and outside space, cycle parking standards, no let 

loss of overall green coverage) will almost certainly have an impact on the viability of intensification 

and the numbers of units that can be delivered, but there has been no effort to quantify these 

effects or alter the targets in table 4.2.  

We are concerned that even after the qualifications the policy may militate against boroughs 

planning for larger-scale development and strategic approaches to town centres in particular. The 

policy encourages fragmented approaches to wider development opportunities, including town 



 

centre revitalisation, undermining the opportunity for longer-term, properly considered strategic 

approaches supporting balanced and sustainable communities and better infrastructure solutions, 

ensuring the most effective use of land.  

Some of the policy requirements are new (e.g. green cover) or are fairly recent (internal space 

standards were introduced in London in 2011) and so will not be fully reflected in the data used to 

derive the growth factors in the small sites modelling from the period 2008/9-15/16. 

Particularly given the introduction of the Housing Delivery Test and the possible implications for 

local planning authorities who do not meet them, there is a pressing need to reconsider the table 4.2 

targets to address the implications of these new requirements. 

Paragraph A 4A) would seek to prevent boroughs from taking a strategic view of the best way of 

meeting the overall housing target in table 4.1. This appears to cut across what is said in paragraph 

BA of Policy H3. It is also strictly unnecessary given H2 A and H3 BA. We would suggest it is omitted – 

a better approach would be to allow boroughs discretion over how overall housing targets are met 

in the light of local circumstances, particularly given doubts about the deliverability of small sites 

targets, particularly in the short- to medium terms.   

Policy H2 F 1) is now internally inconsistent. The reference to conservation areas is not necessarily 

consistent with the duty in section 72 of the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 

1990 to preserve and enhance conservation areas – any application for intensification of any kind 

will have to be considered with this in mind. 

 

f) Based on the historic delivery of sites below 0.25 hectares (whether allocated or windfalls) 

how will the Plan’s expectations for delivery be achieved? 

This is a serious concern for West London boroughs in light of the Housing Delivery Test; on the basis 

of the evidence available to us it seems highly unlikely that targets representing such a major 

increase in delivery on small sites relative to historic trends to the extent suggested on the timescale 

expected. 

The WLSHLAA concludes that there is no basis to suggest a step change in delivery as required by the 

proposed targets from 1st April 2019. The LSHLAA does not set out how the step change in delivery 

will come about other than as a result of formal publication of Policy H2. Paragraphs D-HC apply 

many of the current constraints to small sites’ capacity, which are captured by historic delivery rates. 

Historic delivery data also inherently capture delivery issues beyond the scope of Policy H2. There is 

no evidence of homebuilders of any size who will be motivated to move into the sector for this 

reason alone (indeed we note the Home Builders’ Federation response to the DLP suggests the 

opposite – “There is insufficient capacity at the moment to make the giant leap required by the GLA 

to ensure that some 19,000 homes can be provided on small sites from 2019 onwards”). The 

engagement with development process stakeholders outlined in Chapter 10 of Part B of the 

WLSHLAA8 confirms there are additional barriers that will impact on deliverability, including site 

availability and cost, access to finance and timescales involved with the development management 

process. 

                                                           
8 ibid 



 

Greater reliance on small sites will require greater involvement of a large number of small scale 

owners/leaseholders which will slow delivering wider change and potentially undermine it. Boroughs 

have limited resources to use tools such as detailed proactive work on brownfield land registers, 

local development orders or compulsory acquisition to help with site assembly and will have to 

consider the opportunity cost of using these to encourage small site delivery. 

It is also unclear whether there is sufficient incentive for owners to release their assets for 

intensification, particularly if the effect of DLP policy is to restrict the supply of new larger homes. 

It is likely that any material increase in delivery on small sites will take some time to progress 

through the planning process. Part B of the WLSHLAA includes alternative scenarios for phased 

introduction which could be considered, but there does need to be a degree of evidence-based 

realism about the numbers that are likely to be delivered - as the NPPF requires. 

Delivery is likely to be resource-intensive for boroughs (in developing design codes, for example). 

The Homebuilding Capacity Fund announced by the Mayor – a key theme of which is supporting 

more development on small sites – is a very welcome recognition of this fact (if at a scale inadequate 

to achieve the scale of change being promoted). 

However, setting over-ambitious targets may exacerbate the problem if the Government does 

decide to proceed with proposals to link planning fee increases to delivery against the Housing 

Delivery Test. There needs to be some assessment of the opportunity costs of dedicating resources 

to delivery of small numbers of homes across large numbers of sites as opposed to bringing forward 

larger sites delivering more homes. 

 

g) What will happen in the interim pending the work to prepare area-wide design codes 

referred to in Policy H2 B 2)? 

It is likely to be challenging for boroughs to prepare meaningful design codes that are equally 

applicable to all the locations of the kinds mentioned in Policy H2 in their areas at the level of detail 

suggested in paragraph 59 of the NPPF. In practice these are likely to have to be more spatially fine-

grained if they are to be supported by communities and effective in delivering the DLP’s policies on 

design quality and achieving development that meets wider sustainability requirements for sites 

more likely to be unconventional and requiring bespoke design solutions. This process may well take 

some time and involve substantial resources (see our answer to question f) in this regard). If they are 

to have significant weight in the planning process they will have to be prepared as supplementary 

planning documents and so taken through the process required by the Town and Country Planning 

(Local Planning) (England) Regulations 2012 including public consultation and formal approval.  Even 

once adopted there will be a further tome lag between their use in decision-taking and completion 

of the resulting home: potential impacts on housing provision will not be seen until substantially 

after adoption of the DLP. As a result, any effect they might have in speeding delivery (and there is 

little evidence they will have such an effect) will be reduced. Conversely it is likely that the terms in 

which Policy H2 is couched will reduce boroughs’ ability to refuse inappropriate development during 

this interim period, potentially prejudicing design quality. 

Design codes are not local development orders or planning permission in principle. Any application 

for intensification, before or after publication of a code will have to be determined in accordance 

with the policies in the statutory development plan – this one and the others in the London Plan and 

local plans unless material planning considerations suggest otherwise.  



 

Given the centrality of design codes to the Policy H2 approach of proactive encouragement of 

housing delivery, good design and higher residential density, it is striking that there is no recognition 

of any consequence for delivery or quality from the delay there will inevitably be in their 

preparation. 

All development should demonstrate it delivers good design solutions to the site, preserving or 

enhancing residential amenity, designated heritage assets, biodiversity and protected land uses. 

Policy H2 should set this requirement for all small site developments. 

 

h) Are the provisions of Policy H2 H relating to affordable housing requirements for minor 

developments justified, notwithstanding they are inconsistent with national policy? 

We have no comment on this question. 

 

 


