
M94 – LB Bromley (2593) Written Statement 
 
 

Draft London Plan EiP 2019 
 

London Borough of Bromley Written Statement 
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Monitoring 
 
M94. (a) Would the key performance indicators and measures set out in Table 12.1 
ensure that the Plan can be effectively monitored such that the Mayor and others 
can respond effectively if policies are not delivering the expected outcomes, 
including those set out in Good Growth policies GG1 to GG6? (b) Should the Plan 
set out measures that would be taken in the event that monitoring demonstrates that 
the expected outcomes are not being delivered? 
 
 
Comment 
 
(a) Would the key performance indicators and measures set out in Table 12.1 

ensure that the Plan can be effectively monitored such that the Mayor and 
others can respond effectively if policies are not delivering the expected 
outcomes, including those set out in Good Growth policies GG1 to GG6? 

 
Bromley Council’s Hearing Statement on M94 is made without prejudice to its 
statements on other matters not least as the Council has raised objection to matters 
of fundamental strategy.  Many monitoring issues will be dependent upon the content 
of final versions of any New London Plan policies. 
 
Table 12.1 should cross-refer the KPI’s to the policies that it is intended to monitor.  
This would assist with clarifying which policies fall in or out of the ambit of KPI’s. 
 
Bromley Council raised objections to the content and monitoring of Tables 4.1 (10 
year housing targets) and Table 4.2 (10 year small site housing targets) under the 
‘Housing Requirement and Supply, Targets and Monitoring’ Matters.  These stand, 
but are not repeated here. 
 
The KPI ‘Supply of New Homes’ does not divide data into ‘Total’ and ‘Small Sites’ so 
it will not be effective in monitoring Policy H3 or the significant change in London 
Plan targets on Small Housing sites.  As such, they will not show whether the 
policies are delivering the expected outcomes.  The Council objects to Housing 
Tables 4.1 and 4.2 and related policies as they should show a realistic trajectory of 
change from recent completions to future targets.  The same Tables and related 
policies are also unrealistic about the timing of any approval of the draft London Plan 
(2017) as they show the full year impact of expected policy changes from April 2019, 
that is before the end of the Examination. 
 
A Risk Assessment of quantitative Housing Policies should be completed and 
monitored.  From this, impacts on (for example) uses that are vulnerable to housing 
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development pressure can be identified for Monitoring, so building up a clearer 
picture of the impact of higher housing targets on other planning objectives.  In any 
event,  if the Housing Targets are increased beyond FALP levels, there should be a 
measure of the consequences of intensifying development in the existing built up 
area, as predicted by the FALP Inspector in his report at paragraphs 42 and 55:- 
 
 ‘Meeting the pressing need for housing in London will require new, innovative 

and possibly unpopular solutions but care must be taken not to damage its 
environment such that it becomes an unpleasant place to visit, live and work.’ 
(FALP Inspector report paragraph 42 extract). 

 
 ‘....However, the strategy has significant and potentially serious implications 

for delivery and for existing communities which will have to face the 
consequences of intensifying development in the existing built up area.’  
(FALP Inspector report paragraph 55 extract). 

 
As the New London Plan strategy relies on intensifying development in the existing 
built up area, it should carefully monitor the consequences of the existing 
communities in London and take action as a result.  As the NLP does not directly 
address such consequences, but instead focuses on assigning a housing target to 
individual Boroughs, it is more difficult to monitor the situation.  The Mayor of London 
should and could assist further. 
 
Monitoring should include:- the amount of residential development being approved 
on land that is otherwise due to be protected from that use and the previous use of 
land where residential development is allowed.  In addition, while not planned for in 
the NLP, any contributions to London’s Planning objectives delivered outside London 
should be monitored, e.g. homes or employment even if the answer is nil. 
 
The current NLP is based on the NPPF (2012) and so a thread of monitoring should 
focus on changes of policy between the two so as to inform future NLP’s. 
 
In any event, there should be a specific monitor of the use of Garden Land for 
residential development. 
 
The Good Growth policies GG1 to GG6 are difficult to monitor, this is a symptom of 
their general and complex nature.  They should as a minimum be cross referenced 
to other London Plan policies with more specific requirements. 
 
There is no measure or crucially policy response to address unexpected outcomes 
presented by the interplay between the London Plan prepared in line with the 2012 
NPPF and the current NPPF which will be a material consideration for planning 
applications/appeals.  There are likely to be a range of outcomes which should be 
monitored, notably in relation to development and open space designations. 
 
Monitoring of wider area initiatives which could significantly boost delivery in the 
wider south east e.g. Cambridge – Oxford arc and the Thames Estuary Growth 
Commission, should be included. 
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(b) Should the Plan set out measures that would be taken in the event that 

monitoring demonstrates that the expected outcomes are not being delivered? 
 
Yes, the Plan should set those measures.  This is particularly relevant to areas of 
changes of policy.  It is inappropriate to omit the measures that would be taken in the 
event that monitoring shows that expected outcomes are not being delivered.   Such 
measures could impact on other sustainable development planning objectives of the 
NPPF and the London Plan.  There should be explicit monitoring of the key tables of 
the 2017 SHLAA including:-  SHLAA 2017 Tables 9.1 to 9.5.  There should be an 
explicit annual monitoring of sites coming forwards for residential development 
contrary to Development Plan policy, of London Boroughs’ individual and collective 
Five Year Land Supply and of related ‘tilted balance’ decisions.  There should be a 
commitment to an immediate Review (in whole or part) of the London Plan where 
London Plan Housing policy outcomes are not being delivered and where other 
planning objectives that are being impacted upon as a result. 
 
Policies, many of which are detailed and complex, should each be accompanied by 
monitoring criteria, so as to include monitoring as an integral part of each policy. 
 
The Plan itself should further explain its approach to ensuring that its targets are 
delivered and include monitoring criteria as part of that explanation.  This should 
include the outcome of collaboration with London Boroughs and the Wider South 
East. 
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