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M28. Would Policy H12 provide a justified and effective approach to achieving the dwelling size mix 
to meet London wide and local needs? In particular:  
 

a) Does the dwelling size and mix identified in the 2017 SHMA provide a robust and realistic 
assessment of London wide needs?  

 
LBN maintain the position set out within its consultation draft London Plan response (CDLPR), thus the 
response to M28 should be read in conjunction with this document. In summary, the assertions made 
within the SHMA 2017 pertaining to the level growth in smaller households (as a result of growth 
fluctuations within various demographic groups), resulting in prioritised need for smaller units in all 
areas across London, are considered to be questionable. Countering the SHMA 2017, LBN’s own joint 
SHMA the Outer North East London (ONEL) SHMA 2016 is clear that the highest need in all four 
Boroughs analysed lies in 3 bed family homes.  
 
The ONEL SHMA takes into account the complexity of housing need in a dynamic market, determining 
through (GLA) evidence of population and household change and the impacts of other market signals, 
a full objectively assessed needs figure (OAN) for each Borough. This is broken down across market 
and affordable needs with appropriate size mix calculated through analysis of the household types 
(see p15). Trend rates of growth are applied to the market sector, whilst affordable housing takes 
account of overcrowded and under occupied households.  
 
The overarching 3 bed needs figure is 64% of homes between 2011 and 2033 for a number of reasons 
inclusive of lack of affordable supply as well as the fact that many concealed households do not want 
separate housing, choosing instead to live as extended families. More than half of all affordable 
housing need is for 3 bed units, predominantly to address overcrowding in existing houses.  Further 
interrogation of the figures breaks down the need in terms of those who are able to afford affordable 
housing either with or without housing benefit (i.e. inclusive of those who require social rent levels or 
can afford intermediate products). Page 118 demonstrates that in all circumstances 3 bed homes are 
in the most need.  
 
It is debateable in light of existing localised evidence that runs counter to the SHMA 2017 that the 
document can be considered to be a robust or realistic foundation on which to base the stipulated 
draft policy requirements regarding dwelling size and mix – particularly those which restrict Boroughs 
from setting a bedroom size mix for market and intermediate homes,  as well as the presumption in 
favour of small sites as critiqued in the responses to matter M20. 
 
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?  

 

LBN maintain, as per the CDLPR, that the restriction preventing the setting of bedroom size mix at 
Borough level oversteps the GLA’s strategic role and fails to account for nuances in housing needs at 
the local level. This will inevitably have harmful implications for ensuring that a suitable mix of 
dwellings is delivered in accordance with mixed and balanced community objectives.  

https://www.newham.gov.uk/Documents/Environment%20and%20planning/NewhamStrategicHousingMarketAssessment%5b1%5d.pdf
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LBN’s concerns regarding the justification of the policy have been primarily considered in the 
response provided to matter M28a. It is not agreed  that sufficient evidence has been provided to 
substantiate the Draft Plan position that Boroughs should not have the ability to set prescriptive 
targets related to dwelling mix. LBN’s existing evidence base, which includes the Outer North East 
London SHMA (September 2016), demonstrates that 3 bedroom housing represents 64% of the 
Borough’s total housing need between 2011 and 2033. The ONEL SHMA presents a robust study 
conducted using an accepted methodology, and to diverge from identified local housing requirements 
runs contrary to the London Plan’s objectives to deliver the homes that Londoners need. 

LBN maintain that the opportunity should continue to be afforded for constituent Boroughs to utilise 
their own evidence bases to help provide a more informed picture of localised housing requirements, 
ensuring pan-London needs do not jeopardise those at the local level. Whilst the modification to 
H12A does outline that applicants and decision-makers should have regard to evidence of local needs 
where available in conjunction with the 2017 SHMA, there is little clarification within the policy as to 
how divergent positions should be interpreted i.e. whether one evidence base would take precedent. 
This is concerning noting the current context of the housing mix identified in the ONEL SHMA being 
contradictory to that identified by the GLA.  

Indeed, it would appear from the 2017 SHMA data that the affordability of three bedroom units has a 
significant bearing on the lack of need for this tenure of housing. When affordability is taken into 
account through the SHMA data, need for three bedroom units is approximately halved.  This statistic 
appears to run contrary to the objectives of the policy, which would likely result in an increase in 
demand for three bedroom units if reduced numbers are delivered through planning consents, 
inflating house prices for three bedroom dwellings whilst exacerbating affordability issues. 

The lack of flexibility in the Draft London Plan approach to housing mix is particularly concerning in 
the Newham context, where the young population and high proportion of ethnic groups who tend to 
reside in larger family dwellings continue to direct housing need towards family-sized 
accommodation. Enshrining minimum levels of family-sized dwellings through Local Plan policy helps 
to ensure that developers provide a suitable proportion of family units, which might otherwise be de-
prioritised in formulating a scheme’s dwelling mix in favour of smaller units with higher rates of 
return. 

Moreover, the Draft Plan, as part of its justification for Policy H12, makes the assumption that local 
level policies which impose dwelling size mix requirements are inflexible, implemented ineffectively 
and fail to reflect the optimum size mix of a site. This position has little regard, however, to local and 
historical policy contexts which may place provisional constraints of the effectiveness of these policies 
following their introduction, examples of which are provided below.  

For instance, in Newham’s most recent  Housing Monitoring Bulletin reports, delivery of three 
bedroom units in the 5 years between 2011 and 2016 did not reached 1700 units, resulting in a 
cumulative deficit against the needs based figure of more than 5800 3 bed homes. Whilst this is partly 
explained through the levels of completions delivered through permissions granted prior to the 
adoption of the 2012 Newham Core Strategy, which introduced the requirement for schemes to 
deliver 39% three bedroom units, even post such a policy requirement, delivery of units against need 
is in deficit – largely as a result of the flexibility afforded to viability. Consequently, the success of such 
policies must be viewed in the context in which they are implemented prior to making assumptions 
regarding their effectiveness or prescriptiveness at strategic level.  
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It would appear counter intuitive for the London Plan to remove emphasis on locational needs, 
particularly given the existing deficit of family-sized dwellings within Newham which have historically 
been lost through both subdivisions and conversions to multi-tenanted properties (see also response 
to M20). As part of its policy justification, the London Plan provides the example of larger market 
units being occupied by sharers as an illustration of how family-sized dwellings are often not utilised 
for their intended purpose. However, in order to restrict such impacts on its housing stock, LBN have 
introduced an Article 4 direction to restrict HMO conversions undertaken through permitted 
development channels. This, in tandem with policies seeking to protect and promote family sized 
dwellings, helps to ensure a combined approach to tackling the family housing deficit in existence 
within the Borough. 

Having undertaken a recent Viability study of site allocations as part of Newham’s Local Plan Review, 
there appears no evidence to suggest that in the Newham context family housing requirements 
should be relaxed. This position has also recently been reaffirmed by the Planning Inspector in his 
report on Newham’s Local Plan (see November 2018, Inspector’s Report). Local Policy requirements 
remain flexible in so far as they are subject to viability, allowing for the consideration of the interplay 
between the delivery of family and affordable housing, which remains a priority. Furthermore, there 
remains no expectation for developers to achieve family housing levels beyond policy stipulations, 
noting the need to optimise the levels of housing and mix of affordable tenures on site.  

In summary, it is felt that the Draft London Plan position is not fully justified in seeking to adopt a 
pan-London target for housing mix, failing to make a sufficient contribution towards family homes 
where need is clearly demonstrated. This position, which also helps to justify the overly ambitious 
small sites targets, fails to provide an effective and sufficiently evidenced approach to ensuring 
housing typologies are delivered in accordance with local need, which would be more appropriately 
met through affording Boroughs the opportunity to formulate their own housing size mix targets, 
provided that a range is achieved. 

c) Overall, would it meet the objective of Policy GG4 to deliver the homes Londoners need?  
 
At Paragraph 1.4.4 of Policy GG4, the Draft London Plan identifies how the London Plan, in treating 
the Capital as a single housing market, has the ability to plan for the housing needs of all Londoners. 
Whilst this is indeed true, the same can be said of the fact that the GLA SHMA and SHLAA are not able 
to pinpoint and address individual Borough needs as part of their pan-London approach. 

As covered in the responses to M28a and b, LBN do not consider the 2017 SHMA to provide sufficient 
grounds to justify the strategic framework outlined in Policy H12 with regards to dwelling mix. Whilst 
the modifications to the policy do acknowledge the need for decision makers and applicants to have 
regard to local evidence, the approach by H12 would not provide Boroughs the flexibility or autonomy 
needed to address their localised needs, thereby compromising the Plan’s strategic aims of delivering 
sustainable “good growth” objectives. 

Whilst the policy may result in the delivery of an increased quantum of units in the long term, by 
affording developers the opportunity to prioritise the provision of smaller units, the size mix delivered 
through the policy would unlikely address housing needs at the local level, particularly in the instance 
of three bed plus accommodation. In Newham, this would likely result in increased levels of 
population transience (as per past trends), reducing community cohesion at local level as a result of 
net out migration. These implications in turn are unlikely to assist in the creation of mixed and 
inclusive communities as sought by the objectives of Policy GG4.  

https://www.newham.gov.uk/Documents/Environment%20and%20planning/InspectorsReport2018.pdf

