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DRAFT LONDON PLAN: EXAMINATION IN PUBLIC 

MATTER M28 – HOUSING SIZE MIX: WRITTEN STATEMENT BY THE WEST LONDON ALLIANCE 

Introduction 

1.1 This statement is submitted by the West London Alliance (WLA), primarily on behalf of those 

of its member authorities who have been invited to the examination session dealing with 

this matter: Barnet, Brent, Harrow and Hillingdon. As explained in the WLA statement on 

Matter M19, other WLA member authorities – Ealing and Hammersmith and Fulham – have 

agreed the approach taken in this statement, which should be read in conjunction with the 

individual consultation responses submitted by the boroughs for finer-grained detail and 

borough-specific matters. It is informed by the West London Strategic Housing Market 

Assessment (WLSHMA) which has been placed in the examination library (main Report of 

Findings NLP/AD/20; November 2018 Addendum NLP/AD/21). 

1.2 We do not consider that draft Policy H12 provides a justified or effective approach to 

achieving dwelling size mix to meet housing need in London. This is principally because of 

paragraph C, which seeks to prevent boroughs from setting requirements for proportions of 

homes of different sizes in policy or guidance. In terms of the tests of soundness it is not 

justified because, as explained in this statement, it is clear from the WLSHMA that the 

London Strategic Housing Market Assessment (LSHMA) does not reflect housing needs 

identified sub-regionally and locally in West London. It is unlikely to be effective in terms of 

meeting objectively assessed housing need. 

1.3 We would therefore suggest that draft Policy H12 is amended as follows: 

• In paragraph A, sub-paragraph 1) should read: 

“the range of housing need and demand identified by the 2017 London Strategic Housing 

Market Assessment” 

There should be an additional sub-paragraph immediately following: 

“housing requirements identified at sub-regional and local levels”. 

 

• Paragraph C should be omitted. 

 

1.4 The effect of these changes would be that Policy H12 would reflect current London Plan 

Policy 3.8 regarding local need for different types and tenures. It would enable boroughs to 

set policies to address local housing needs drawing on London-wide, sub-regional and local 

evidence in the way envisaged by national policy1. Making this change would not weaken 

strategic planning; any dwelling mix requirements in local plans would have to be evidenced 

and tested through the examination process.  

 
 
 

                                                           
1 National Planning Policy Framework (2012), paragraphs 159, 47 and 48; National Planning Policy Framework 
(2018) paragraphs 60, 61 and 65 
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2. Housing Need 
 
2.1 The WLSHMA was prepared in accordance with the then national planning practice 

guidance. It identifies significant flaws in the LSHMA which lead it to significantly over-
estimate both the number of homes required and the proportion of smaller units required.  

 
2.2 The reasons for this are explained fully in our statement for Matter M19. The fundamental 

factor is the LSHMA’s household formation projection for the next decade, which assumes a 
sharp change in the trend for larger (or at least no smaller) households established by 
Censuses since 1991. This would see household sizes below their 1991 level by 2024 (see 
WLSHMA figure 26).  

 
2.3 At the base of this issue is the household formation rates assumed by the GLA, based on 

long-term trends since the 1970s. The LSHMA identifies two factors beyond this baseline. 
The first is the ageing of London’s population, leading to more smaller households. The 
second is the number of concealed households and the assumption that delivery of 
affordable housing can be stepped up to provide them all with homes they can afford. These 
factors lead to a projected growth in dwellings more than twice the rate of population 
growth. This leads to a further assumption -  that large numbers of small units are needed - 
net annualised requirements for 55% one bed homes, 16% two bed, 14% three bed and 15% 
four bed+. These assumptions inform policy H12C.  

 
2.4 The assumptions are not considered to be robust. As our statement on Matter M19 explains, 

many of the concealed households identified in the LSHMA comprise single persons under 
35 who would only be eligible for the Shared Accommodation Rate. There is a strong 
probability that most will not be able to afford a 1 bed affordable or market property based 
on their benefit allowance. Other forms of housing, including HMOs generally provided in 
larger dwellings, might more realistically meet their needs.  
 

2.5 More importantly, the outputs of the LSHMA and the GLA’s projections of household types 
are incompatible. For West London these suggest a small reduction in the proportion of 
single person and couple households and a larger one in those with two or more dependent 
children; the only category increasing proportionally is “other” households, including multi-
generational ones (which in itself suggests there is more to observed trends in household 
formation than affordability and puts in question whether an aging population necessarily 
means more smaller households). Our knowledge of the local housing market and planning 
applications we see suggests that the household projections are closer to reality in West 
London; this is reflected in the WLSHMA. 
 

2.6 Difficulties with the household projections arise from the household representative rates 
(HRRS) used by Government in producing their household projections. These identify the 
probability of different segments of the population to give the proportion of each group who 
will be household representatives. The GLA use them to convert population projections to 
household numbers – with no apparent consideration whether any adjustment might be 
required to reflect London conditions. In January 2017 the Office for National Statistics 
consulted on changes to the household projection methodology, particularly using more up-
to-date Census information from 2001 onwards. These were implemented in the 2016 
projections; for Greater London they reduce overall households in Greater London by 
around 23,000 per annum from September 2017; 5,000 of this reduction is in West London 
alone (WLSHMA paragraphs 4.16-4.20). 
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2.7 The WLSHMA suggests there is a need for far fewer small 1 bed homes than the LSHMA. The 
size mix requirement identified by the WLSHMA is shown in the table below (the mix 
suggested by the “2017 SHMA findings” given in table 4.3 of the DLP are given in brackets): 

 

 Market Housing Intermediate  Low Cost Rent All Housing 

1 bedroom 8%          (46%) 8%    (37%) 21%  (69%) 12%     (55%) 

2 bedrooms 22%        (9%) 44%  (29%) 39%  (17%) 28%     (16%) 

3 bedrooms 50%        (18%) 35%   (20%) 28%  (8%) 43%      (14%) 

4 bedrooms 17%         (27% 4 bed+) 11%   (14% 4 bed+) 10%  (6% 4 bed+) 15%      (15% 4 bed+) 

5+ bedrooms 2% 3% 3% 2% 
Source: WLSHMA figure 48; DLP table 4.3 

  

3. Questions put by the Panel 

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

assessment of London wide needs? 

We cannot answer this question directly, but for the reasons explained above relating to West 

London alone this appears unlikely.  

 

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 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?  

 

No.  As we have shown, it is informed by questionable evidence and assumptions. The degree of 

uncertainty about household formation is sufficient to question whether its top-down, prescriptive 

approach is appropriate. Our evidence suggests it would be likely to result in a substantial mismatch 

between the type and size of homes built and those needed locally, with consequences for prices 

and overcrowding.  

 

There is no justification for preventing boroughs from setting dwelling mix requirements. Enforcing 

such a requirement is difficult to reconcile with the approach in paragraph 50 of the NPPF2.  In 

practice borough policies of this kind tend not to be “prescriptive”, often taking the form of 

indicative targets applied on a strategic basis. They are helpful to developers in giving an indication 

of what is sought in terms of achieving mixed and balanced communities. Introduction of the 

national approach to housing need and Housing Delivery Test are likely to reinforce this approach, 

encouraging local planning authorities to take particular care with policies likely to reduce the 

numbers of units built as this may require identification of additional housing sites.  

 

                                                           
2 NPPF (2012) paragraph 50; see also NPPF (2018) paragraph 61  
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“Prescriptive” is not defined in the policy; it is unclear whether the intention is to prevent all policies 

dealing with dwelling mix or only those considered inflexible. This imprecision introduces 

uncertainty. Policy inflexibility can, of course, be tested through the plan-making process. 

 

No evidence has been provided that any of the shortcomings of housing mix policies asserted in 

paragraph 4.12.2 have arisen in practice or that they have had impacts sufficient to justify strategic 

intervention of this kind. To the extent such policies do cause the asserted problems there is no 

evidence a Londonwide approach avoids them. Indeed, matters like rates of sharing and under-

occupation are probably easier to observe locally based on housing market intelligence and 

information from borough functions like housing or statutory enforcement roles. 

 

The policy is internally inconsistent and will have perverse outcomes. It makes little sense to 

encourage boroughs to provide guidance for size for “affordable housing” (paragraph D), while then 

seeking to prevent them doing so for intermediate homes (a form of “affordable housing”) and 

market ones. Movement between these tenures requires boroughs to understand the size of units 

required across all tenures, but the policy suggests they should ignore this in planning policies for 

some. It would also require wholly different approaches for boroughs as housing and planning 

authorities. The minor suggested change to paragraph A 1) referring to having regard to local 

evidence but not to delete paragraph C at the same time is contradictory. As drafted, the policy is 

likely to result in perverse outcomes that will not be easy to explain. 

To be effective policy should observe the distribution of functions and different roles of regional and 

local planning. The Inspector who examined the Further Alterations to the London Plan in 2014 

accepted that it was for the Mayor to “determine the overall level of need for London and to guide 

the distribution of new housing to meet that need”3 and that there was no need for boroughs “to 

duplicate the work of the GLA”4 (this predated the national approach to housing need/delivery). He 

went on to accept the likely need for “some fine tuning regarding local need relating to the size and 

type of property and tenure5. 

The approach taken in draft policy H12 will reduce boroughs’ ability to guide developers towards the 

most suitable mix of homes. If it is enforced, it would be likely to result in homes that do not meet 

local needs. 

 

We consider the policy approach most likely to be effective is that outlined in paragraph 1.13 of the 

2014 LSHMA: 

 

“London boroughs remain responsible for assessing their own requirements, within the 

policy context set by the NPPF and the London Plan. Given the fact that housing market 

areas in London frequently extend across local borough boundaries, many boroughs have 

chosen to work in partnership to assess housing requirements on a sub-regional basis”. 

                                                           
3 Report on the Examination in Public into the Further Alterations to the London Plan (NLP/GD/06), paragraph 
22 
4 Ibid, paragraph 23 
5 Ibid, our emphasis 
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This is the basis on which London planning has been undertaken since 2000. It is consistent with the 

legislation dealing with the respective roles of the Mayor and London local planning authorities and 

with national policy. It ensures flexibility to help ensure the right kind of housing in the right place in 

the light of strategic objectives, market realities and local needs. The written statements submitted 

for Matter M19 shows there is considerable cross-sector support for the principle of locally-set 

requirements about types of housing to meet local needs6. There is no evidence that the approach 

proposed by the Mayor is likely to be more effective. We strongly urge its retention. 

 

c) Overall, would it meet the objective of Policy G4 to deliver the homes Londoners need? 

No. West London boroughs strongly endorse the principles in Policy GG4. As we have shown, 

however, policy H12 will not ensure delivery of intermediate and market housing meeting them 

especially those in paragraph C: 

• It will reduce boroughs’ ability to ensure housing for families, militating against ensuring 

genuinely mixed and inclusive communities. 

• It will prevent delivery of housing providing for identified needs.  

 

1980 words 

                                                           
6 See, for example, statements from CBRE on behalf of Ashill and Affinity Global, Be First Regeneration Ltd, 
London Assembly Planning Committee, London First, London Forum of Amenity and Civic Societies, and South 
London Partner Boroughs. 


