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M26 Would Policy H10 provide a justified and effective approach 
to the redevelopment of existing housing and estate regeneration? 

In particular, would the approach to affordable housing be 
justified? In light of Policy H5, would the requirements be clear? 
In the context of local need and objectives for redevelopment or 

estate renewal, would it be effective? What is the justification for 
provision of affordable housing floorspace rather than units? 

Would it provide sufficient flexibility to reflect local circumstances 
and support housing and estate regeneration? Overall, would the 
approach taken meet the objective of Policy GG4 in delivering the 

homes Londoners need? 
 

 
Barnet’s experience is that estate regeneration is very long-term and 
complex, and that re-provision of affordable housing must take account of 

the specific circumstances of each site, including local infrastructure 
needs, local housing need (tenure mix, affordability and unit size), place-

making, viability and the nature of the surrounding area.  
 

While Barnet supports delivering the homes that Londoners need, this is 
undermined by Policy H10 which decreases the ability of London boroughs 
to regenerate and intensify their housing estates. Barnet therefore 

considers that Policy H10 does not provide a justified and effective 
approach to the redevelopment of existing housing and estate 

regeneration. 
 
Barnet considers that affordable housing for estate regeneration should be 

assessed on a floorspace rather than unit basis as this allows the flexibility 
to re-provide appropriate affordable housing in terms of size and numbers 

that responds to recent housing assessments, rather than the historical 
composition of the estate.  
 

Barnet does not consider that it is viable or desirable to achieve like for 
like replacement of the existing tenure mix. For example, in Barnet on the 

Grahame Park Estate where it is likely that there will be a small net loss of 
social housing measured by the number of units. However, there is a 
preponderance of two-bedroom dwellings on the Estate that has led to 



 

significant overcrowding. As a revised planning application is being 
produced the new dwelling mix proposes more large homes and actually 
leads to an improved balance of "bed spaces" on the Estate. In addition, 

significant development of social housing is already planned on nearby 
sites across the wider Colindale Opportunity area which will improve the 

balance of rented homes/owner occupation as well as more than meet the 
deficit of rented homes on Grahame Park. 
 

Furthermore, altering policy requirements during the lengthy regeneration 
process causes time delays which negatively impact on local residents. 

Costs significantly increase, and councils can encounter significant 
difficulties where they have undertaken contractual agreements with 
developers. 

 
Barnet supports the alterations to Policy H10 in the DLP ‘Minor Suggested 

Changes’ document (August 2018) in so far as they go, in removing Part C 
entirely, while Part B removes the requirement for an uplift in affordable 
housing. The additional wording of ‘providing at least an equivalent level 

of affordable housing floorspace on an identical or equivalent basis’ 
should be extended to clarify that re-provision of affordable housing ‘may 

include a rebalancing of the unit sizes and numbers to better meet 
the needs of existing residents’.  

 
The requirements of Policy H10 are unclear in light of Policy H5 Part A 
item 4, as per the DLP ‘Minor Suggested Changes’ (August 2018), which 

requires ‘public sector land delivering at least 50 per cent affordable 
housing on each site and public sector landowners with agreements with 

the Mayor delivering at least 50 per cent affordable housing across their 
portfolio’. Policy H10 for Estate Regeneration, however, states that ‘loss of 
existing affordable housing should not be permitted unless it is replaced 

by equivalent or better quality accommodation, providing at least an 
equivalent level of affordable housing floorspace on an identical or 

equivalent basis’. A comparison of these two policies suggests that 
provision of affordable housing below the 50% level could be permitted so 
long as the existing accommodation is provided on an equivalent basis.  

 
 

 
 
 


