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Housing Size and Mix  

 
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) Would it 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?  

 

b) Overall, would it meet the objective of Policy GG4 to deliver the homes 
Londoners need?  

 
London Forum supports the inclusion by the minor suggested changes to H12 A 6) 

that one and two bedroom housing units should be in locations “closer to a town 
centre or station or with higher public transport access and connectivity” 
 

Proposal:- The word ‘closer’ is meaningless would be better as ‘within 
800m walking distance’ 

 
There needs to be over 88% of low cost rent homes with one or two bedrooms 
according to the 2017 SHMA and the changed policy content of H12 should apply to 

all new developments. That supports our proposals for Policies H1 and H2 that 
proximity to town centres should be the basis of decision on all planning 

applications, as in the current London Plan, not to a “town centre boundary”. That 
would ensure development is sustainable and occupants have available the 
infrastructure and public transport they need. 

 
The minor suggested changes have eliminated H12 B, as London Forum suggested 

in its response to the draft NLP, but that requires H12 C and D to be changed to H12 
B and H12 C. 
 

London Forum considers that the approach taken by Policy H12 is contradictory. 
The appropriate size mix will vary from borough to borough and will depend on the 

“fit” between the size mix of the stock and the space needs of households in need of 
housing. This is particularly important in the social housing sector where there has 

been a shortage of large units. By contrast the market housing sector, particularly in 



Prime Central London, has been characterised by new developments with a high 
proportion of large units in ownership sector, whilst buy-to-let has often been 

designed to meet the needs of small households.  
 

The appropriate mix will vary from borough to borough, as overprovision of the 
“wrong” type and size of housing and the desire to change the mix that would 
otherwise be produced by the market, may bring about a shift in the housing mix. 

Like many phenomena, it often takes the planning system a long time to recognise 
and respond to the need to change policy. Given the small size of the annual 

increment compared with the stock, a “readjustment” after a decade of such 
“overprovision” will require a significant change. Central London boroughs, such as 
Kensington and Chelsea and the City of Westminster, have changed their policy on 

the size mix of market housing to ensure that the output is more appropriately 
targeted to meeting local housing needs. 

 
London Forum therefore objects to Policy H12 C (which should be H12 B due to the 
MSC removing H12 B), which prescribes that “boroughs should not set prescriptive 

dwelling size requirements (in terms of number of bedrooms) for market and 
intermediate housing”.  

 
PROPOSAL: That section (now H12 B) of the policy should be deleted  

 
It is increasingly important to use the size of units to better reflect the space needs 
of those in need of housing. Left to the market, there is a danger that in some areas 

sites are mainly used for large, expensive housing, whilst in other areas the market 
provides predominantly small one and two bedroom flats. The housing mix can help 

adjust the output of market housing to better meet local needs. 
 
Overall, the dwelling size mix is an essential tool for steering the market to produce 

an output that better meets the local need for a mix of housing types and sizes. 
London Forum strongly agrees that the housing size mix helps new development 

redress the balance, especially where there is an imbalance in recent policy.  
 
However, whilst in some areas action may be needed to increase the number of 

“family homes”, this can be done both by reducing the proportion of one- and two-
bedroom units, it can also be achieved by reducing the proportion large (four or 

more bedroom) units, although increasingly it will become more relevant to measure 
size in terms of floorspace rather than bedrooms.   
 

Boroughs which have Local Plans that meet the standard required by the NPPF and 
the current London Plan will have descriptions of what is required on each allocated 

site, as described in the draft new London Plan paragraph 0.0.22 ("area-based 
frameworks, action plans and Supplementary Planning Documents, Site Allocations, 
brownfield registers and design codes"). 

 
Those Site Allocations could contain requirements for dwelling size mix.  

 
Paragraph 0.0.22 states also that boroughs should be allowed "to spend time and 
resources on those issues that have a distinct local dimension". 

 
Paragraph 4.7.4 is an example in the NLP for London Living Rent homes. It states 

"These homes will be allocated in accordance with need (based on the borough’s 
allocations policy)." 
 

Defining the need for types of homes, including their size mix is the responsibility of 
boroughs and the NLP should not deny them that right, otherwise development 

would fail to meet the requirements of the NPPF and fail to meet the needs of 



Londoners within the housing targets. 
 

M28 a) - Policy H12 should provide a suitable approach to dwelling size mix but the 
“guidance” that boroughs should provide according to H12 D (now C) may not be 

sufficient. They should define in the 40% of affordable homes that they will 
determine, according to Policy H7 and paragraph 4.7.2, the sites where such 
housing is required. 

 
Proposal: Replace ‘guidance on’ in H12 D (now C) by ‘site allocations for’ 

 
M28 b) - London Forum doubts if the 44% family sized homes within the market 
segment of the SHMA will be affordable to enough people to meet local needs. That 

could increase the requirement for three and four bed units in the intermediate and 
low cost rent types of homes. 

 
Failure to do so could result in more overcrowding and to unacceptable living 
conditions in the Private Rented Sector. 

 
The same affordability issues apply to family sized houses vacated by those 

downsizing, as in paragraph 4.12.4.  That may require boroughs to seek conversion 
of large houses into flats in some areas whilst preventing change in others. 
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