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Would Policy H12 provide a justified and effective approach to achieving the dwelling size 

mix to meet London wide and local needs? 

 

We would strongly argue that Policy H12 fails to provide a justified and effective approach 

to meeting the size mix needs of London, especially its failure to provide for sufficient 

numbers of family-sized homes.  

 

The policy fails to set any targets for the provision of family-sized homes. By default, the 

planning system tends to be skewed towards smaller units of one and two bedrooms. 

Without further intervention, it would clearly be easier and cheaper for developers to meet 

the London Plan housing targets with smaller units, regardless of local need. Therefore, it is 

important to ensure that housing and planning policies also make provision for family-sized 

homes, with appropriate targets, incentives and other requirements. 

 

The provision for boroughs to set their own targets for the provision of affordable family-

sized homes is not an effective solution on its own. Such targets are unlikely to be in place 

before the new London Plan is finalised, leaving a policy vacuum. There is also a significant 

risk that such targets could be undermined by the flawed methodology and data from the 

2017 London- ide SHMA a d its eed  for 55% of e  ho es to e o e-bedroom, which is 

covered below in more detail. 

 

The Minor Suggested Changes, published in August 2018, compound the problems with 

Poli y H . The deletio  of Part B, hi h spe ified that schemes consisting mainly of one-

person units and/or one-bedroom units should be resisted , is parti ularly o er i g. 
Similarly, the inclusion of the SHMA tables on size mix directly within Policy H12. Both of 

these amendments will further undermine boroughs that wish to meet local needs for 

family-sized homes. 

 

a) Does the dwelling size and mix identified in the 2017 SHMA provide a robust and 

realistic assessment of London wide needs? 

 



Our strong view is that the 2017 SHMA is fundamentally flawed, especially in its assessment 

of dwelling size mix. 

 

It is difficult to understand how the size mix figures in the SHMA can possibly be considered 

viable. This includes the assessed eed  for 55% of all ew homes to be one-bedroom units, 

for 69% of low-cost rented homes to be one-bedroom units, and for just 14% of new homes 

to be three and four-bedroom units. 

 

These figures appear to be based on flawed assumptions that large numbers of adult 

children should move out of the family home and into one-bed social rented units. This 

would be a very poor use of housing resources as well as a wasted opportunity. In fact, the 

Lo do  Asse ly s Cro ded Houses  report fro   found that building a single family 

ho e ould sol e the pro le s of se eral households at the sa e ti e, due to the hur  
effect of freeing up other homes further down the line. 

 

In addition, the SHMA methodology fails to sufficiently take into account the need to tackle 

overcrowding in London, with the latest figures showing that 360,000 children in London 

live in overcrowded homes. It will also fail to meet the needs of young families looking to 

join the housing ladder or access suitable family-sized rented accommodation. Restricting 

the supply of family-sized homes in this way will ultimately make them less affordable and 

obtainable for ordinary families across London and particularly in the suburban areas, 

creating a vicious circle of demand and supply, when in fact we should be doing the 

opposite. 

 

Ultimately the SHMA should be significantly revised to reflect the ongoing need for new 

family homes across London, and particularly in suburban areas. This is essential if London 

boroughs are to have the necessary support to require larger family-sized homes where 

appropriate, and to protect existing family homes. 

 

b) Would policy H12 provide an effective and justified strategic framework to deliver the 

mix of homes needed? What is the justification for preventing boroughs from setting 

prescriptive dwelling size mix requirements for market and intermediate homes and 

would this approach be effective? Would it provide sufficient flexibility to meet local 

needs? In light of this and the need to optimise density would it make a sufficient 

contribution towards family homes? 

 

Policy H12 would fail to make a sufficient contribution towards family homes, and is likely to 

encourage smaller units. This is due to the flaws mentioned above in both the policy itself 

and with the 2017 SHMA. 

 

We also do not believe there is any justification for preventing boroughs from setting 

dwelling size mix targets for market and intermediate homes, and this would further 

undermine their ability to respond to local need. We would strongly recommend that this 

restriction is removed. 

 

c) Overall, would it meet the objective of Policy GG4 to deliver the homes Londoners 

need? 



 

We would strongly argue that Policy H12, along with the current SHMA, would fail to deliver 

the homes Londoners need, including the criteria specified in Policy GG4. 

 

In particular, it would fail to create mixed and inclusive communities, and fail to provide for 

identified needs. This is due to the lack of provision for new family-sized homes of all 

tenures, which is likely to increase problems of overcrowding and make family-sized homes 

increasingly unobtainable for ordinary families. 
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