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THE IMPACTS OF THE CSR AND OTHER GOVERNMENT POLICY 
CHANGES ON THE HOUSING POLICIES OF THE DRLP 
 
Policy 3.3: Increasing Housing Supply 
 
Negatively impacted by: 
a) Government decision to abolish national housing supply targets and guidance on 
regional housing supply targets 
b) Government reduction of national housing investment programme by 60% over 
CSR period 2011-2015. 
c) Government reductions in investment in growth area programmes, including 
London Thames Gateway and London Stansted Cambridge Peterborough growth area 
(London components of which are major sources of identified housing capacity) 
d) Government reductions in investment programmes for schools, health  and 
transport infrastructure. 
e) Government reduction in formula grant funding for local authorities 
f) The HCA’s announcement that the pipeline PFI schemes will not be progressed. 
This will reduce the anticipated net housing supply assumed from the Aylesbury and 
Gospel Oak projects. 
g) The Governments re-categorisation of gardens as greenfield development. This has 
led to a reduction in London’s housing supply target, which is already reflected in the 
DRLP proposals. 
 
 
Potential positive impacts: 
h) Replacement of housing and planning delivery grant by new homes bonus. 
However this is a redistribution of resources from housing and planning delivery grant  
and local government formula grant rather than new moneys. 
 
Impact which is difficult to assess: 
i) Govt decision to proceed with Community Infrastructure Levy. While this may act 
as an incentive to some Local Authorities as it generates some funding to support 
infrastructure necessary to the development of sustainable communities, when 
combined with continuation of an unmodified system of planning obligations, CIL, 
depending on the rate set, given this is in effect a levy of development, could act as a 
disincentive to development from a landowner or developer’s perspective. 
 
 
Policy 3.4 Optimising Housing Potential 
 
This is impacted by the Government’s decision to remove density guidance from 
PPS3. This had given a minimum density of 30 dwellings per hectare. This led to 
questions in the EiP as to whether the density policy in the Plan was still justified. 
Should the Panel uphold the density policy which was endorsed by the Panel in the 
2007 EiP and included in the 2008 London Plan, the Government policy change will 
not have any negative impact on this DRLP policy.  
 
Policy 3.5 Quality and Design of Housing Developments 
 
This policy will be impacted on by reductions in national housing investment funding, 
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and potentially by the abolition of CABE which has provided design advice and 
monitored quality of housing output. The Government has not as yet made a decision 
on the introduction of housing standards applying to all development. Any negative 
decision could however have a negative impact on the new standards proposed by the 
Mayor. 
. 
Policy 3.6 Children and Young people’s play and informal recreation facilities. 
 
Reductions in financial support for local authorities will lead to reduced investment in 
the recreation facilities necessary to comply with this policy.  
 
Policy 3.7 Large residential developments 
 
Reductions in financial support for local authorities will lead to reduced investment in 
the social infrastructure necessary to comply with this policy.  
 
Policy 3.8 Housing Choice 
 
Reductions in the Government’s national housing investment budget for 2011-2015 
will limit the ability of the Mayor and London boroughs to provide the range of 
housing to meet the needs of different household types as required by this policy. This 
will have a specific negative impact on the ability to provide larger affordable family 
sized homes. 
 
Policy 3.9  Gypsies and Travellers 
 
This policy has also been negatively impacted by the Government’s withdrawal of 
national and regional targets for gypsies and travellers provision and the reduction of 
the national housing investment budget from which provision was to be funded. In 
contrast, the inclusion of Gypsy and Traveller provision within the New Homes 
Bonus incentive system could assist the delivery of this policy. 
 
Policy 3.10 Mixed and balanced communities 
 
This policy is negatively impacted by the reduction in the national housing investment 
budget. Moreover the weakening of both housing and affordable housing targets will 
reduce the capacity of the Mayor and boroughs to achieve more balanced 
neighbourhoods through the provision of additional homes of a different tenure, 
affordability and size from the predominant supply in an area which is not mixed and 
balanced. 
 
Policy 3.11 Definition of Affordable Housing 
 
The proposals in the White Paper that new ‘affordable’ housing supply should be 
predominantly housing at rents equivalent to 80% market rents directly contradicts the 
DRLP policy that 60% of net new affordable housing provision should be socially 
rented provision at rents no greater than target rents. In fact many such new homes in 
higher value areas would not actually comply with the definition of intermediate 
housing in policy 3.11. Moreover the proposals that tenancies would be subject to 
review is in breach of the policy’s definition of social rented housing. 
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Policy 3.12 Affordable Housing Targets 
 
The DRLP policy on the provision of affordable housing is negatively impacted by: 
a) the reduction in the national housing investment programme and the other funding 
reductions referred to under policy 3.3 
b) the proposal that new publicly funded rented housing be provided at rents 
significantly above target rents and on a short term tenancy basis 
c) the changes to housing benefit which reduce the potential use of the private rented 
sector for lower income households with the consequence that the target that 60% of 
affordable homes (24% of total supply) should be social rented homes is now grossly 
inadequate.  
 
Policy 3.13 Negotiating affordable housing on individual private residential and 
mixed use schemes. 
 
This is negatively impacted by the policy changes referred to under policy 3.12. In 
additional the introduction of CIL, if at an inappropriate level, will reduce the 
proportion of affordable housing within a development which can be funded through 
planning obligations without negatively effecting the viability of a development  
 
Policy 3.14 Affordable Housing Thresholds 
 
There is as yet no Government policy proposal which would invalidate this policy 
which was established in the 2008 London Plan. 
 
Policy 3.15 Existing Housing 
 
This policy will be negatively impacted by reductions in Local Government 
Resources. The changes to the Housing Revenue Account will also have an impact on 
the deliverability of this policy, but until the details are announced, this impact cannot 
be assessed. As the Government’s proposal is based on the principle of borough 
housing budgets being substantially self contained, the impact will vary between 
borough. 
 
Policies 3.17-3.20 Social Infrastructure 
 
These policies will be impacted negatively by the reductions in financial support for 
local authorities which will lead to reduced investment in the social infrastructure 
necessary to comply with these policies. 
 
 
 
Footnote on Policy 3.3  
 
Government policy changes impact on the housing supply policies in the DRLP in 
two ways – the status of the targets and the deliverability of the targets: 
 
Status of targets 
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There is a fundamental question as to the status of the housing targets in the Plan in 
the light of  
a) The Government’s view that housing targets are a matter for individual local 

planning authorities and that while London is an exception, the matter of setting 
targets for London boroughs is a matter for the Mayor to determine.  The 
Government no longer provides advice directly or indirectly on what a housing 
target for London should be; 

b) The Mayor’s view that the targets are in effect indicative only. He has stated that 
the figures should be treated as an average sought over a 10 year period and that 
he does not propose any corrective action in relation to any potential 
underperformance 

c) The Mayor’s statement that, in response to the new government’s localism 
agenda, that within two years he will propose revised borough housing targets 
based on a more borough led bottom up approach. No methodology has as yet 
been proposed as to whether these targets would relate to capacity, housing need, 
housing delivery output, or some combination of the three. The Mayor has not 
given any indication as to when and whether the 2008 Strategic housing land 
availability assessment will be updated. 
 
 

Deliverability of targets  
  
The deliverability of the housing target will be effected by a number of factors 
including: 
 
  a)   The amount of public subsidy available for both direct subsidy to housing and 
        subsidy for infrastructure, including transport infrastructure. In this context the  
        60% reduction in the national housing investment for the 2011-2015 period will  
        have a significant impact on both affordable housing output (see below) and 
        overall output. While details of the transport and infrastructure investment  
        reductions are not as yet available, these will reduce the ability of local planning 
        authorities to achieve the development of sustainable residential communities, 
        especially given the Government’s intention to focus its reduced investment  
        programme in those regions outside London which are facing significant 
        reductions in public sector employment, rather than on the growth areas in  
        London and the Southeast. 
 
 
   b)  The government’s announcement that it wishes to proceed with the introduction 
         of CIL. While CIL will be an option for rather than a mandatory requirement of 
         local authorities, it is likely that a number of London boroughs will seek to raise 
         a CIL to support infrastructure, especially given the significant reduction in 
         direct national, region and local government funding sources. In London, there  
         is a further complication in that the Mayor has a separate levying power, with a 
         borough’s CIL levy in effect becoming supplemental. The fact 
         that the government has stated that it will continue substantially with the  
         existing section 106 regime, while avoiding overlap with CIL, will be perceived  
         by developers and landowners as operating a dual system of development  
         taxation. 
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    c)  The Government’s proposals for a New Homes Bonus. While the proposal for 
         government financial support is welcome, the extent to which it will act as an 
         incentive to the delivery of the proposed housing targets in the London plan is 
         difficult to assess.  
 
    d)  There is a broader issue as to whether the proposals by the Government to 
          increase the role of neighbourhood based planning and to give local residents a  
          role in the determination of planning decisions for schemes within their 
          neighbourhood may have a significant negative impact on the delivery of the 
          output of housing and specifically of affordable housing. While this approach 
          has been announced by Ministers, further details are anticipated in the  
          forthcoming Localism Bill.  
 
Duncan Bowie 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


