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South East Strategic Leaders and South East England Councils 
(Examination in Public IDs 2448 and 3133) 

London Plan:  Examination in Public – Matter M18 
Housing Strategy 

 
M18 - Will the housing policies achieve the good growth objectives in Policies 
GG1, GG2, GG3 and GG4 relating to building strong and healthy communities, 

making the best use of land, creating a healthy city and delivering the homes 
Londoners need?  In particular how will the provisions of GG4E regarding 

ambitious and achievable build-out rates be put into effect?  Will the provisions 
of Policy H1 B-F provide an effective strategic context for the preparation of local 
plans and neighbourhood plans? 

 
 

 
SESL/SEEC comments 

 
1. SEEC and SESL welcome the Mayor’s ambition in the draft London Plan to 

achieve a sustainable step-change in growth, to deliver the vast majority of 

London’s housing and other needs within its own boundaries.  We support 
the inclusion of the Good Growth policies.  However, further clarity is 

needed on how aspects of these high-level aims will be delivered – those 
aspects are set out below and in further detail in our submission to M19.  If 
not addressed, these will leave uncertainty which could not only hinder 

delivery of the Plan’s Good Growth objectives, but also impact upon the 
wider South East’s local growth plans. 

 
2. If the ‘Good Growth’ objectives and the proposed scale of growth are to be 

achieved within London’s boundaries, we ask the Inspectors to consider 

ensuring the Plan includes further information on: how the necessary 
increase of 50% over on current housing delivery will be achieved; how the 

gap of 1,065 homes per year will be filled; and, what happens after the 
Plan’s initial 10-year targets. 
 

3. There would be a range of potentially serious consequences, counter to the 
Plan’s Good Growth policy aims, if housing delivery within London does not 

increase above current levels and fails to deliver the requirements set out 
by the Plan.  As we will comment on further in our submission for Matter 
M19, these would have negative consequences not only for London, but 

also for the wider South East which could include increased commuting, 
increased trends towards migration, and pressure for more housing land 

and development outside London.  These outcomes would not support the 
aim of healthy, sustainable communities.  Their impacts beyond London’s 
boundaries would stretch beyond the Mayor’s remit into that of 

neighbouring local authorities.  Whilst local circumstances vary, it cannot be 
assumed that authorities and communities in the wider South East would 

be able to accommodate additional unmet housing needs from London.  
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Many of our member authorities already have their own challenging growth 
demands and constraints, as well as facing similar challenges as London in 

ensuring delivery of housing and securing infrastructure funding. 
 

Build out rates 
 
4. The Plan refers to London’s housing delivery not keeping pace with planning 

approvals, highlighting an unbuilt pipeline of 274,000 homes; this could 
hinder the delivery of the Mayor’s growth aims.  The delivery of approved 

market and affordable homes, and supporting infrastructure, is a shared 
challenge in the wider South East, holding back local growth plans.  
Councils in the wider South East welcome ongoing joint working with the 

Mayor to press the Government for changes that would help address our 
shared challenges of unimplemented planning permissions and barriers to 

housing delivery. 
 

5. We would like to see the Plan specify the Mayor’s commitment to working 

in partnership with councils in the wider South East to help London and its 
neighbours overcome particular barriers to delivering market and affordable 

homes so that all areas can meet local needs.  These measures could 
include local discretionary powers to incentivise delivery (such as charging 

Council Tax on unimplemented permissions); and funding powers/freedoms 
for councils to deliver supporting infrastructure (such as the local retention 
of Stamp Duty). 

 
 


