
 

 

 

 

 

 

  

East of England LGA Written Statement 

Respondent no.1384.  
Matter 22 
Housing Requirement and Supply, Targets, Small Sites and Monitoring  
Monitoring housing targets 

 

M22. Does Policy H3 provide an adequate basis for the monitoring of housing targets? In particular:  
 

a) Does Policy H3 BA provide an adequate basis for differentiating between the small sites target as a 
component of the overall housing target?  

 

No comment. 

 

b) Are the provisions in Policy H3 C and D regarding how net non-self-contained accommodation should 
be counted justified?  

 

No comment. 

 

c) What measures should be taken if relevant targets in the London Plan are not met?  
 
In its response to the consultation on the London Plan, the East of England LGA (EELGA) advised that given 
the scale of the challenge ahead it would seem prudent to plan for the possibility of failure - the Plan not 
being as clear as it might be in terms of what would happen were failure to materialise. 
 
The evidence base for the plan, including the Integrated Impact Assessment, combine to support the 
proposed spatial strategy.  If delivery does not occur, the logical consequence is that the spatial strategy 
needs to be reviewed.  This point has been agreed, albeit informally, with the GLA.  
 
Despite this logical conclusion, however, there remains a concern of local planning authorities bringing 
forward local plans beyond London are pressurised by some parties, and perhaps asked by Inspectors, to 
explain how they propose to address housing delivery shortfall within London.  There is also a need to reflect 
findings in the LSE’s review of Research on Migration Influences that, even if housing delivery in London does 
not meet forecasts, higher population densities within London could counter increased outmigration.  (LSE, 
2018, Review of Research on Migration Influences and Implications for Population Dynamics in the Wider 
South East, page 111) 
 
Given this potential eventuality, EELGA called for confirmation within the Plan (probably within both policy 
and supporting text) that housing delivery failure is a matter for London and would be dealt with by means 
of a review of the Plan, perhaps involving a trigger point for such a Review – a specific number of years of 
failure, for example.  Where appropriate, there could also be policies providing contingencies/actions if 
delivery falls short of housing and infrastructure requirements (e.g. alternative sites or phasing of delivery).  
This remains EELGA’s position. 
 
By way of example, potential revisions to the Plan might reads as follows (illustrative new text highlighted by 
underline thus): 



 

 

 
‘Chapter 4 
 
Housing 
 
4.1.3 To achieve these housing targets the overall average rate of housing delivery on both large and small 
sites will need to approximately double compared to current average completion rates. The Mayor 
recognises that development of this scale will require not just an increase in the number of homes approved 
but also a fundamental transformation in how new homes are delivered. The London Plan, London Housing 
Strategy and Mayor’s Transport Strategy together provide a framework to help achieve this ambition but 
achieving this step change in delivery will require increased levels of funding to support the delivery of 
housing and infrastructure, which is discussed in more detail in Chapter 11. The Mayor also appreciates that 
given the scale of the ambition there is a risk that this step change will not happen to the extent of the 
ambition and with necessary speed. This is why he is putting in place mechanisms to monitor and manage 
housing delivery and if necessary Review the London Plan within Chapter 12. 
 
Chapter 12 
 
Monitoring and Review 
 
……………………. 
 
12.1.5 The AMR is not the only tool to monitor London’s performance. It is complemented by other 
thematic reports including, for example, the Energy Monitoring Report and TfL’s Travel in London 
Report. Their indicators do not need to be duplicated in the AMR. 
 
‘Review of the London Plan 
 
Policy R1 Review of the Plan 
 
A Should monitoring of implementation in accordance with Policy M1 indicate that key aspects of 
the Plan are not progressing as anticipated, the Mayor will consider instigating a Review of the 
Plan. The Mayor will use the Annual Monitoring Report as the mechanism through which to assess 
the need for such a Review.  The Annual Monitoring Report will reflect on the interactions 
between London and the rest of the wider south east, such as commuting and migration. 
 
12.1.6 The Annual Monitoring Report process set out within Policy M1 will be used by the Mayor 
to assess whether, in the event key aspects of the Plan are not being delivered, a review of the 
London Plan is necessary. Based on the forecast population, the Mayor is particularly conscious 
of the ambitious housing targets within the Plan and attaches great importance to their delivery.  
Unless the population grows as forecast, should delivery of London-wide annualised housing 
targets within Table 4.1 fail by ‘X’% over any rolling ‘X’ year period, a review of the Plan will be 

triggered.’ 
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