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London Tenants Federation – 2571 – M22 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 the differentiating between the small 

sites as a component of the overall housing target? 
 

No.   

 

(i) Equally H3 doesn’t provide an adequate basis for analysing effectiveness of 

delivery of housing in Opportunity Areas.  We have already highlighted our 

concerns about the failure to monitor what’s happening in opportunity areas, in 

our submissions on M9.  There is no monitoring of the specific development of 

homes and jobs in Opportunity Areas. Given that the London Plan is so 

dependent on these sites for development of homes and jobs it seems incredible 

that there is such failure to monitor what has occurred in the past and what is 

occurring now.   
 

We propose that  

• the Mayor must commission a full report on Opportunity Areas which must 

include delivery of different types of homes in Opportunity Areas – 

matched with targets for delivery.    

• Consider any necessary changes to Opportunity Area Planning Frameworks 

that may be necessary to address poor delivery of low-cost / social rented 

homes. 

• Include monitoring of deliver of homes and off all types of homes in OAs in 

the London Plan annual monitoring reports.  
 

(ii) As a social housing tenants organisation, we routinely carry out our own analysis 

of housing delivery from the London Plan AMRs. We have included some of our 

tables from our 2005-17 analysis in our submissions.   
 

This year (as we routinely do) carried out an analysis of housing delivery for our 

members and contacts from the most recent London Plan AMR1 and another 

covering 2014-17 – from which we set out league tables for delivery of social 

rented, social and affordable rent and ‘affordable’ homes.2 We included a couple 

of these in our submission to M18.  We would like these added to the EiP Library. 
 

It is important for us to understand the circumstances in which boroughs work 

hard to ensure they are delivering as much social rented housing as possible, 

given the very high levels of need for this type of housing.  It is also important for 

us to understand where delivery is persistently low, particularly as we have no 

more social rented homes in London now than we had in 2001.  

 

                                                           
1http://www.londontenants.org/publications/reports/2018%20Report%20on%20Housing%20targets%20%20and%20d
elivery%20in%20London.pdf 
2 http://www.londontenants.org/publications/briefings/Briefing%20LTF%20league%20tables%202014-17.pdf  

http://www.londontenants.org/publications/reports/2018%20Report%20on%20Housing%20targets%20%20and%20delivery%20in%20London.pdf
http://www.londontenants.org/publications/reports/2018%20Report%20on%20Housing%20targets%20%20and%20delivery%20in%20London.pdf
http://www.londontenants.org/publications/briefings/Briefing%20LTF%20league%20tables%202014-17.pdf
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We know that Right to Buy has some impact here – but so does demolition of 

social rented homes and straight poor delivery by the boroughs. The following 

charts below show greatest loss and gain – borough by borough 2001-17 and 

what the picture looks like if we add RTB properties back in.  This shows the 

borough ranking doesn’t change significantly – especially those with greatest and 

smallest loss.   
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One of our members is also carrying out a large analysis on delivery by different 

housing associations – some of which may be available for the hearing (although 

we can’t guarantee at this stage).   
 

Nonetheless, it is surely also essential for the Mayor to understand the 

circumstances in which some boroughs consistently fail to deliver sufficient 

social rented homes while others deliver much more.  
 

We don’t see that he can secure effective delivery of low-cost / social rented 

homes unless this is fully understood.  
 

It is also important that the Mayor be fully accountable to Londoners on this. 
 

If the Mayor’s office is unable to tackle this, he should commission research to be 

carried out on it.  
 

We highlight again that delivery of net social rented homes is also obfuscated by 

failures to include demolitions in monitoring reports at the time that these occur.  
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We propose that there must be a change around this in the London Plan AMR. 
 

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

accommodation should be counted justified?  
 

It is far more reasonable than counting individual bed units as one home.  
 

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

Given that social rented delivery has consistently not been met, we propose:  

• In terms of failures to deliver sufficient social rented homes, there should be 

detailed explanations in public reports from the Mayor. 

• The Mayor should play his part by rejecting planning applications for large 

developments that do not provide adequate levels of social rented homes (because 

of the seriousness of the need for low cost / social rented homes).  

• He might take over planning applications in boroughs where delivery of social 

rented homes is consistently poor.  

• Make it a requirement of receiving affordable housing grant that boroughs meet 

annual targets for social rented homes. 

• Renegotiate affordable housing grant with central government so that more grant 

funding is provided for low-cost / social rented homes.  

• Lobby government to increase grant funding to help clearing backlog need for low-

cost / social rented homes in 10 years.  

• Lobby with CiH for at least a suspension of Right to Buy until backlog need for 

social rented homes is fully addressed in London. 

• Use public land exclusively for social rented housing until backlog need is 

addressed. 

• Conducting a full review in response to the out turns in the first 2 years of the 10-

year target (2019-20 to 2020-21)  

We seek - a change to the wording in paragraph 4.3.3 to reflect proposals above.  

In the policy boxes for H3 and H8 we also want to add new paragraphs (E and 

F) 

‘The number and proportion of homes that are Social Rent or London Affordable Rent as 
well as the proportion of market rent at which these are set should be monitored and 
published by borough and by development (small and large). 

 
The number and proportion of homes that are London Living Rent and London Shared 

ownership should be monitored and published by borough and also by development.  

The London Plan identifies delivering more affordable housing as a strategic objective. The 

number and proportion of affordable homes (particularly low-cost / social rented) delivered 

should therefore be monitored to make sure that the proportions set out in Policy H5 and 

H6 are being met (albeit we will be seeking changes to these policies). As there are now a 

number of ‘affordable’ housing product available the number and proportion of each type 

delivered should be made clear.  

 


