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Home Builders Federation 

Representor number: 2320 

Matter number: M16 

Draft London Plan 

Spatial Development Strategy 
 

The Wider South East and Beyond  

M16. (a) How, if at all, should the Plan address the matter of development and growth 

in the wider South East? (b) Are policies SD2 and SD3 necessary, and would they be 

effective in assisting in implementation of the Plan and/or informing a future review of 

the Plan? 

We have previously outlined our concerns about the operation of the Duty to Cooperate in 

London. This can be found in our earlier statements and in our representations. How the DTC 

operates across London and whether this should be discharged by the Mayor as part of his 

work in preparing the London Plan needs to be clarified once and for all through this 

examination. The Mayor’s insistence that the Duty to Cooperate does not apply to the 

preparation of the London Plan is not a view shared by all the London LPAs. So long as the 

Mayor insists that it is not his legal duty, there is no effective mechanism for planning for 

London’s housing shortfalls - current or future.  

 

To some extent, one could argue that the problem of any housing shortfall is removed by the 

publication of the DLP. Unlike the current London Plan, the new DLP provides for most of its 

housing needs for the period 2019-2028 within the Greater London administrative area. 

Nevertheless, there is still a shortfall of 1,065 homes a year that cannot be accommodated by 

the new Plan. This is on the basis that the Objectively Assessed Need for London is the figure 

of 66,000dpa as calculated by the Mayor and that this represents a sound assessment of 

need. There are other perspectives on this. The Government’s standard method (using the 

2014 household projections and the affordability data available in 2017) had put the OAN at 

72,407dpa. Re-basing the standard method using 2014 projections (the 2016 household 

projections should be ignored as unreliable, as the Government is arguing in its Technical 

Consultation on Updates to National Planning Policy and Guidance, October 2018) and the 

latest median affordability data released in 2018 puts the figure at 79,717dpa. The HBF 

considers that the OAN for London is 70,675 following the approach to assessing the OAN 

that has developed over the last six years. We explain our case for this in detail our response 

to M17. All of these alternative figures would result in a much bigger shortfall.  

 

Although the shortfall for London of 1,065dpa is relatively small for London as a whole, it would 

not be for any other LPA in the country. The overall shortfall of 10,650 homes will still need to 

be planned for. It should not be ignored. The consequences of ignoring the shortfall is to 

induce increased out-migration from the capital, thereby increasing housing pressures in the 

towns of the WSE. The Mayor cannot rely on more untapped potential materialising in London 

as his capacity assessment relies already on some highly theoretical assumptions. In any 

case, the veracity of the Mayor’s capacity theory still needs to be tested at the local plan level. 

 

For reasons we have explained elsewhere, it is not practicable for the 35 constituent London 

LPAs to have the responsibility for planning for this shortfall. They do not know what their 

share is of the shortfall, and nor can they. This is because the Mayor regards London as a 

single housing market area (paragraph 4.1.2 of the DLP) and then apportions the overall need 



 

HBF/DRAFT LONDON PLAN, DECEMBER 2018 
  2 
 

among the 35 based on an assessment of the capacity in each LPA. The Mayor must assume 

responsibility for the DTC, even if he is not under a legal obligation to do so.  

 

The measures in the DLP to collaborate with the WSE are ineffective. Identifying ‘willing 

partners’ (paragraph 2.3.7) will not work. No willing partners have come forward to date. Every 

LPA in the WSE will be anxious to establish as low a housing target as possible (and we write 

this with authority based on our experience with engaging with every local plan produced in 

the WSE) albeit a few local authorities have added a sensible allowance to account for the 

effect of increased out-migration from London on local housing need (Ashford Council is one 

example). Most local authorities are reluctant to accommodate the unmet needs of 

neighbouring authorities, let alone planning for population dispersal from London.  

 

Whether the DLP is unsound because it is unable to accommodate the OAN in full, is an 

important question. One of the tests of soundness in the NPPF 2012 is that it requires local 

plans to accommodate objectively assessed development requirements in full (paragraph 

182). Because the Mayor has assessed the development needs for London and has devised 

the spatial strategy that will deliver those development needs, the tests of soundness in the 

NPPF 2012 will have to apply to the preparation of the DLP.  

 

The Mayor has made no effort to ‘plan’ for the housing shortfall. He has ignored it as an issue. 

If this was a local plan outside of London, failure to have pursued the issue of the unmet need 

by the plan-maker by soliciting help from other planning authorities, as required by the 

positively prepared and effectiveness tests of the NPPF, would have represented a serious 

failing. The uncertainty over who has responsibility for the Duty to Cooperate in London means 

that this issue has been neglected by the GLA and the London LPAs. This has suited both 

parties but it is a situation that cannot continue.   

 

It is possible that the DLP could proceed towards adoption despite this failing. Many local 

plans have been found sound despite shortfalls in planned supply compared to need, although 

only after the local authority in question has demonstrated that it has endeavoured to address 

the issue. Birmingham City is one of the starkest examples where the unmet need over the 

plan period amounts to 37,900 homes. Unlike London, however, the City of Birmingham had 

attempted to export its shortfall to other west midlands authorities albeit without any success 

(this is gradually changing). The Birmingham local plan though is subject to an early review. 

This was introduced by the inspector (Roger Clews) to maintain pressure on Birmingham City 

to cooperate with the authorities of the Greater Birmingham housing market area in order to 

try and resolve the problem. A similar clause was included in the Vale of White Horse adopted 

Local Plan to ensure that Oxford City’s unmet needs were not neglected. Something similar is 

required for the London Plan if it is to be found sound. We have reproduced below Policy TP48 

of the adopted Local Plan for Birmingham City.  

 

It is the HBF’s view that the DLP is unsound because it is undeliverable. If the Panel feels 

differently, then we have argued in our representations and elsewhere in our statements that 

the Plan should be subject to an immediate and fundamental review to be completed by 2020. 

During this time the Mayor should monitor housing delivery. If by 2020/21 it is found that the 

Plan is failing because delivery has not kept pace with the targets set by the DLP then this will 

have confirmed the necessity of an immediate review. The new Plan should be prepared now, 

so that it can be implemented as quickly as possible in 2021/22.   

 

We also recommend that the following changes are made to Policies SD2 and SD3 to provide 

clarity for the future direction of GLA planning strategy.  
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Policy SD2: Collaboration in the Wider South East 

 
C The Mayor will take account of the views of WSE partners when discharging his Duties to Inform 

and Consult with authorities beyond London.  

 

D Demonstration of compliance with the Duty to Cooperate also resides with the Mayor. The 

Mayor has assumed responsibility for ensuring compliance with the Duty to Cooperate on behalf of all 

the local planning authorities in London. He will cooperate with all the WSE authorities for all matters 

that have cross boundary strategic implications including developing a strategy to accommodate 

London’s unmet housing needs, including any shortfall that has accumulated since the beginning of the 

new plan in 2019, within the WSE. The Mayor will prepare statements of common ground with the local 

planning authorities of the WSE.  

 

Policy SD3: Growth Locations in the Wider South East and Beyond 

 
A Through the Duty to Cooperate the Mayor will work with authorities in the WSE, as well as 

Government and other agencies, to realise the growth potential of WSE to accommodate development 

needs that London is unable to accommodate within its own administrative area. This is 10,650 homes. 

This will include cooperating on the preparation of spatial plans and local plans with the aim of 

accommodating an element of London’s unmet housing needs.  

 

B To this end, the Mayor will agree statements of common ground with: 

• the Oxfordshire Growth Board; 

• the Cambridgeshire and Peterborough Combined Authority; 

•  the local authorities of the central section of the Cambridge-Milton Keynes-Oxford 

Growth Arc once the governance arrangement for this section has been agreed; 

• The UK Innovation Corridor Partnership which is the London-Stansted-Cambridge-

Peterborough corridor; 

• any Joint Planning Areas that may come together north and south of the Thames 

Estuary.  

The Mayor will do so with the aim of securing a firm commitment from these authorities 

that they will accommodate an element of London’s housing shortfall through the next 

iteration of their Spatial or Local Plans. The current housing shortfall for London is 10,650 

homes measured against the 10 year London Plan.  

 

Policy TP48 of the adopted Birmingham Plan states: 

The Council will also play an active role in promoting, and monitor progress in, the provision 

and delivery of the 37,900 homes required elsewhere in the Greater Birmingham Housing 

Market Area to meet the shortfall in the city. This will focus on: 

• The progress of neighbouring Councils in undertaking Local Plan reviews to deliver 

housing growth to meet Birmingham’s needs.  

• The progress of neighbouring Councils in delivering the housing targets set out in their 

plans.  

• The extent to which a 5 year housing land supply is maintained in neighbouring areas.  

If it becomes clear that progress is falling short of the level required, the Council will 

undertake a review of the reasons for this, and if this indicates that it is necessary to 
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reassess the capacity for housing provision in Birmingham, a full or partial review of this Plan 

will be undertaken. Key indicators which would trigger this are:  

• Failure of a relevant Council to submit a replacement or revised Local Plan, providing an 

appropriate contribution towards Birmingham’s housing needs, for examination within 3 

years of the adoption of this Plan.  

• Failure of Councils within the Greater Birmingham Housing Market Area to maintain a 5 

year housing land supply in any monitoring year with the following 2 monitoring years 

indicating no recovery in the position. 

 

James Stevens, MRTPI 

Director for Cities  

Email: james.stevens@hbf.co.uk 

Tel: 0207 960 1623  
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