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Matter 22 
 

Monitoring housing targets 
 
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?  
b) Are the provisions in Policy H3 C and D regarding how net non-self-contained 
accommodation should be counted justified?  
c) What measures should be taken if relevant targets in the London Plan are not 
met?  
 
 
 
Comment 
 
The Mayor of London, in his forward to the Plan, refers to a ‘housing crisis’ in 
London.  In that context, the relative absence of risk assessment and related 
problems resolution in monitoring the DLP is a significant weakness of the Plan.  A 
housing target Risk Assessment should be prepared and included in the London 
Plan. 
 
The significant uplift in the housing target for the borough could impact upon the 
Council’s five year housing land supply position in the early years following adoption 
of the Draft London Plan.  The supporting text does not provide enough guidance to 
boroughs on how a five year housing land supply could be calculated taking into 
account the significant uplift in small site targets.  There is significant concern in 
relation to the speed at which the overall increased targets (and small site targets) 
will be implemented with monitoring commencing in April 2019.  In April 2019 the 
Examination in Public will still be taking place yet monitoring will have started on a 
policy that is still being debated.   
 
It is acknowledged in paragraph 4.3.3 that the increased small site targets will take 
time to be delivered.  It is therefore considered inappropriate and unrealistic for 
boroughs to be monitored against these targets until there is more certainty over the 
methodology that has calculated them and if housing delivery will occur along the 
lines envisaged in the 2017 SHLAA. 
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a) Does Policy H3 BA provide an adequate basis for differentiating between the 
small sites target as a component of the overall housing target?  
 
Policy H3 BA states that the small sites targets are a component of, and not 
additional to, the overall housing targets. It adds that the relative contribution from 
large and small sites may fluctuate across the target period, providing the overall 10 
year targets are met in a way that is consistent with the policies in the Plan.  The 
Council are concerned that if the modelling is found to be too ambitious for small 
sites, large sites will need to compensate for the small site targets not being 
met.  This increases the level of uncertainty for boroughs in relation to housing 
delivery. 
 
Housing Trajectory 
 
The housing trajectory for the Total Housing and Small Housing sites goes no further 
than to present a 10 year average.  This appears not to take account of information 
already available for the next five years through the LDD or Borough 5YHLS 
statements. 
 
As perhaps a symptom of the lack of evidence behind the total increase in Small 
Housing sites targets, there is no attempt to track forwards the likely impact of policy 
change over time.  The NPPG gives advice on a stepped trajectory. 
 
It stated (Paragraph: 034 Reference ID: 3-034):- 
 

‘When is a stepped trajectory appropriate? 
 

A stepped requirement may be appropriate where there is to be a significant 
change in the level of housing requirement between emerging and previous 
policies and/or where strategic sites will have a phased delivery or are likely to 
be delivered later in the plan period. Strategic policy-makers will need to set 
out evidence to support using stepped requirement figures, and not seek to 
unnecessarily delay meeting identified development needs. In reviewing and 
revising policies, strategic policy-makers should ensure there is not continued 
delay in meeting identified development needs. 

 
Paragraph: 034 Reference ID: 3-034-20180913 

 
Revision date: 13 09 2018’ 

 
There is a significant change between emerging and previous London Plan policies 
on housing targets and their component parts.  The Council’s objection is both that 
the overall total is too high (Matters 19, 20) and that there should in any event be a 
stepped trajectory or transition period for the implementation of any new housing 
targets.  In addition, the GLA could also consider looking at the delivery of targets on 
a London-wide or Regional basis. 
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Five Year Housing Land Supply (5YHLS) 
 
The monitoring framework is only a reactive approach based on completions.  It 
does not seek to estimate the forwards 5YHLS at London level.  This is in spite of 
the relevant Housing Market Area being London as a whole.  The DLP and the 
Mayor of London/GLA are in the position where London wide initiatives could be 
taken, yet the monitoring proposals will only allow a reactive approach to identifying 
and solving planning problems related to housing.  For example, it could be made 
clear whether the Mayor considers that the SHLAA represents ‘compelling evidence’ 
of small site windfalls.  Data on small sites should be monitored to see whether the 3 
approaches of the SHLAA are yielding the expected results.  That would be 
consistent with the role of housing monitoring as set out in NPPG housing land 
assessment flowchart stage 5. (Paragraph 006 Reference ID: 3-006-20140306). 
 
In light of the Council’s objections relating to speed of implementation and lack of 
evidence to justify the small site target increase (see also Bromley’s response to 
Matter 20) there is significant concern over whether such a windfall allowance could 
be justified or deliverable.  If boroughs are supported in including their small site 
targets in their five year trajectories as stated in Paragraph 4.1.8, it is proposed that 
the GLA would need to support them in Section 78 situations where a public inquiry 
examines housing land supply issues. 
 
c) What measures should be taken if relevant targets in the London Plan are 
not met?  
 
The general policy change, including the preparation of design codes and site briefs 
as set out in Clauses A – C of Policy H2 will take some time to establish.  Until such 
time there will be an impact upon the actual delivery of forthcoming small site 
planning permissions and completions.  This is actually acknowledged in paragraph 
4.1.3 (Policy H1 Increasing Housing Supply) of the Draft London Plan that states: 
 
Paragraph 4.3.1 “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 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 ..” 
 
It is also adhered to in paragraph 4.3.1 of the Plan that states the annual averages in 
Table 4.1 provide a benchmark for assessing the direction of travel towards ten-year 
housing targets both across London and by borough.  It acknowledges that there will 
inevitably be variations in completions from one year to the next as well as a degree 
of uncertainty in the delivery and phasing of large sites.  Having regard to the 
uncertainty of delivery and the speed of target implementation, boroughs should not 
be penalised or left in a vulnerable position for not meeting the London Plan target.  
This could put protected open space sites at risk and make them vulnerable to future 
housing development, (for example Green Belt, Metropolitan Open Land and Urban 
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Open Space sites which were excluded from the London-wide SHLAAs for being 
unsustainable).   
 
A Housing Target Risk Assessment should be prepared.  This should set out the 
main components of risk, for example:- non-achievement of Small Site Completions; 
non-achievement of the overall targets at Housing Market Area and Borough levels; 
non-achievement of Affordable Housing targets.  The London Plan should at least 
outline how the Plan will adapt to those events and indicate when a review is 
merited. 
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