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Home Builders Federation 

Representor number: 2320 

Matter number: M22 

 

Draft London Plan 

Monitoring housing targets  
 

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

In particular:  

 

Policy H3, as it is currently written, is unsound because it is not positively prepared, ineffective 

and inconsistent with national policy.  

 

The draft policy needs to be amended to include a requirement for the Mayor to monitor 

delivery against the London Plan targets and take measures to correct that under-delivery. As 

we have argued elsewhere in these statements to the examination, the Mayor should be 

required to carefully monitor housing delivery in London and, at the same time, prepare an 

alternative or contingency London Plan in case of failure. If the housing targets are not 

achieved in the first two-years of the new Plan, then a new strategy must be ready to be put 

in place to avoid a serious backlog housing supply accumulating.  

The Policy should also be amended so that the Mayor has responsibility for the Housing 
Delivery Test. This is supported by the PPG. We note the following section from the PPG, 
Paragraph: 046 Reference ID: 3-046-20180913, Revision date: 13 09 2018: 

“How will areas with joint plans be monitored for the purposes of a 5-year land supply? 

Areas which have or are involved in the production of joint plans have the option to monitor their 5-year 
land supply and have the Housing Delivery Test applied over the whole of the joint planning area or on 
a single authority basis. The approach to using individual or combined housing requirement figures will 
be established through the plan-making process and will need to be set out in the strategic policies. 

Where the 5-year land supply is to be measured on a single authority basis, annual housing requirement 
figures for the joint planning area will need to be apportioned to each area in the plan. If the area is 
monitored jointly, any policy consequences of under-delivery or lack of 5-year land supply will also apply 
jointly.” 

The Mayor must assume responsibility for the Housing Delivery Test as the Mayor is 

responsible for assessing the housing need and devising the strategy to meet that need and 

because London is a single housing market area. Consequently, he is accountable for the 

delivery of his Plan. If the DLP is flawed, especially in relation to the ability of the Opportunity 

Areas to provide homes in time and small sites coming forward in enough numbers, then these 

flaws cannot be remedied by the London LPAs. This is because the DLP removes any room 

for manoeuvre. It is a straight-jacket. This is true especially in relation to the Mayor’s policy 

stance on the Green Belt and the duty to cooperate whereby the ability for a London borough 

to negotiate with the WSE over any shortfall is rendered ineffective as they cannot know what 

their share is of the shortfall. 

  

Therefore, it is necessary for Policy H3 to be amended to include the following two additional 

parts: 
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E The Mayor will monitor performance against the housing targets in Table 4.1 and 

ensure that a five-year land supply can be maintained. Should delivery fall below 45% of the 

housing requirement for London over the previous three years (measured in November 2019), 

the Mayor will prepare an action plan for London to show how the shortfall can be rectified as 

quickly as possible.    

 

F At the same time, and to commence immediately, the Mayor will prepare an alternative 

London Plan embracing a radically different delivery strategy. This will be ready to be adopted 

by 2021/22 if housing delivery in London fails to achieve 65,000 net additions in 2019/20 and 

2020/21. The alternative London Plan will rebase the housing requirement using the 

Government’s standard method.  

 

The sentence in Paragraph 4.3.1 that says “the Mayor will monitor both housing completions 

and the net pipeline of approved homes when assessing progress towards delivering the 

London Plan housing targets (see chapter 12 – Monitoring)” should be removed. This is 

contrary to national policy. An approval cannot be treated as being equivalent to a completion.  

 

Delivery in London since 2001 

 

There is a major discrepancy between the Mayor’s figures for completions and those of the 

MHCLG. Compared to the MHCLG figures the Mayor appears to be over-stating the number 

of net completions in London. The table below is taken from MHCLG Live Table 122.  

 

 
Source: MHCLG 

 

It is unclear why there is this wide discrepancy as the Housing Delivery Test Measurement 

Rule Book explains in paragraph 8 that the MHCLG data on net completions is ‘sourced from 



 

 
HBF/DRAFT LONDON PLAN, DECEMBER 2018 
  3 
 

the Housing Flows Reconciliation form for non-London authorities, and from the Greater 

London Authority for London Boroughs” (our emphasis). This is the dataset that will be used 

in calculating delivery in each local authority area for the Housing Delivery Test (paragraph 6 

of the Housing Delivery Test Measurement Rule Book). 

 

Based on the MHCLG figures, London has delivered a total of 465,758 homes over the last 

17 years. This equates to an annual average of 27,397 dwellings. For the last ten years – 

2008/09 – 2017/18 delivery has averaged 28,044dpa. While we appreciate that the lower 

targets set by earlier versions of the London Plan (as in the earlier days of the GLA) would not 

necessarily have supported higher rates of completions, the fact that delivery has hovered 

around the 28,000dpa mark for the last decade (2008/9-2017/18) suggests that this figure is 

strongly indicative of the rate at which brownfield land can feasibly be recycled in London. 

While the more ‘permissive’ approach to small site delivery may facilitate a dramatic break 

with the trends of the past, this seems a very high risk and untested strategy.  

 

The MHCLG figures confirm the HBF’s view about the unrealism of the new DLP strategy to 

deliver the required number of homes. The GLA has persistently failed to meet its housing 

targets. The ability to double the rate of housing delivery through the Mayor’s continuation of 

the ‘compact city’ approach favoured by the policy makers of the past and which has informed 

all the previous iterations of the London Plan from Ken Livingstone onwards, is unconvincing.  

 

a) Does Policy H3 BA provide an adequate basis for differentiating between the small 

sites target as a component of the overall housing target?  

 

The policy states in Part BA that small sites are a component of the overall housing targets. 

The relative contribute from each source of supply – large and small - will fluctuate from one 

year to the next. This is clear and reasonable. Whether it is realistic to expect the volume of 

homes from small sites to materialise to the extent that the Mayor expects is another matter.  

 

b) Are the provisions in Policy H3 C and D regarding how net non-self-contained 

accommodation should be counted justified?  

 

Part C of the policy is a much-needed intervention by the Mayor. The HBF is becoming 

increasingly concerned about the extent to which C2 use class dwellings, especially student 

bedrooms are being counted toward the targets. For example, in Brent last year net non-

conventional supply (1,494) exceeded conventional supply (1,364). This is set out in the GLA 

AMR 2016/17, Table 2.6. Examination of this table illustrates the extent to non-conventional 

dwellings are contributing to the London targets. Some of the stand-out boroughs are listed 

below: 

 

  Net conventional Net non-conventional 

Brent  1,364   1,494 

Islington    680      900 

Lewisham 1,579      611 

Ealing  1,170      332 

 

According to the Mayor’s figures, non-conventional dwellings contributed 4,526 completions 

to the London targets last year.  
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The SHMA explains the problems surrounding calculating the need and demand for student 

accommodation. Paragraph 8.19 of the SHMA is key. This explains that the DCLG (or now 

ONS) model takes no account of additional student halls or other communal establishments 

built since 2011, or of any additional institutional stock to be built over the projection period. In 

essence, this means that the official projections assume that the student/institutional 

population will remain static. However, if educational institutions are engaged in a growth drive 

(e.g. to attract more overseas students) in the course of the new plan period then the standard 

demographic model will not have made an appropriate upward adjustment for this. There is a 

danger, therefore, that the overall OAN will under-estimate the scale of demand for 

accommodation for students. This is a big risk for London given the popularity of the capital 

by wealthy overseas students. This is not just a problem for London but other popular historic 

cities like Bath, Oxford, Cambridge, York and Canterbury. Norwich and Canterbury have 

decided to avoid this risk by not counting student bed-spaces towards the housing targets.  

 

The Mayor calculates that the net requirement for purpose-built student accommodation is 

3,500 additional bed-spaces a year annualised over 25 years (paragraph 8.26). This figure, 

however, is not added to the overall OAN for London.  

 

We support the Mayor’s approach whereby non-self-contained accommodation for students 

and shared living schemes should count towards meeting housing targets based on a 3:1 

ratio, where three bedrooms/units count as a single home. The construction of purpose-built 

student accommodation is a lucrative area but it makes the same demands on the land supply 

as conventional housing. The Mayor’s approach is an appropriate precautionary measure to 

ensure that the overall land supply is not gobbled-up by the growth in demand from a sector 

whose net needs are not included in the OAN.  

 

c) What measures should be taken if relevant targets in the London Plan are not met? 

 
As we have argued above and elsewhere in these examination statements, the Mayor will 

need to prepare an alternative strategy as a contingency. This will need to be ready to be 

adopted and acted upon quickly if the housing targets are not achieved in the first two years 

– that is years 2019/20 and 2020/21. It is not possible to ‘wait and see’ longer than this 

because the cumulative backlog in supply will quickly become insurmountable. It is difficult to 

see how the Mayor’s strategy of continuing with the urban containment policies of the previous 

London Plans can achieve a different result, especially when the new Plan includes more 

restrictive policies on housing land supply such as the no net loss of industrial floorspace and 

is seeking to curtail office to residential PDR.  

 

It is the HBF’s view that the DLP is flawed and unsound in many respects but mainly regarding 

its housing land supply assumptions. We consider that an overall target of 53,000 homes a 

year would be a more reasonable target, albeit this would still represent a very ambitious 

increase in delivery compared to past supply (largely determined by the rate at which 

brownfield land can be recycled in London). Because the basic spatial strategy remains 

essentially the same as before – one of urban containment and densification – we are 

singularly unconvinced that the Mayor can deliver 650,000 completions by 2028/29. 

Therefore, rather than risk severe under-delivery, it would be better if the DLP was withdrawn 

and a new spatial strategy prepared that explored all the following ways to accommodate the 

housing shortfall through a planned programme of:  
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a) Green Belt review within the Greater London administrative area; 

b) new towns in the WSE within the growth corridors and without if need be; 

c) urban extensions in the WSE, within the growth corridors and without if need be; and  

d) agreement with other local authorities to incorporate an element of the shortfall in their own 

housing targets but for them to deliver as they think appropriate.  

 

Of all these options, option A – the review of London’s Green Belt – is the only option that is 

sufficiently within the Mayor’s control to produce an effective and deliverable planning solution 

to address London’s housing challenge in time, i.e. a planning strategy that could be agreed 

within the next decade and that can realistically begin to deliver houses towards the end of 

the next decade.  

 

James Stevens, MRTPI 

Director for Cities  

Email: james.stevens@hbf.co.uk 

Tel: 0207 960 1623  
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