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Setting a housing target is one thing; ensuring land comes forward 
to meet it is quite another. In this Insight, Lichfields has reviewed 
London’s housing land supply from the perspective of the 32 London 
Boroughs, looking at what land supply they have identified and 
considering whether it is likely to be sufficient – in reality –  to 
meet the New London Plan (2019) (‘NLP’) minimum ten-year net 
housing target. Crucially, for this exercise we have benchmarked 
previous estimates of housing land supply against what was actually 
delivered, to understand how far they have been realistic measures 
of housing delivery. 

From this review, London’s 32 boroughs have identified enough land 
for all the homes needed (and a bit extra) to meet the NLP (2019) 
housing requirement based on current monitoring data. However, 
that assumes the estimates of land supply are wholly accurate.      

Our review of historic housing land supply assumptions 
compared with actual completions shows systematic 
optimism bias across most Boroughs (for which there 
is data) with developments not coming forward as 
anticipated. If realistic assumptions about housing land 
supply based on past trends (removing optimism bias) 
are rolled forward, there is, in fact, a shortfall of c.86,000 
homes against the NLP ten-year net housing target – a 
situation likely to be made worse (at least in the short 
term) by the COVID-19 pandemic. Boroughs, the GLA 
and others involved in land supply will need to work 
proactively to bridge the gap and ensure London meets its 
housing ambitions through delivery. 

Executive 
summary

Our key findings are:

Boroughs should be proactively supporting release of more 
land for housing to allow for the significant London problem 

of turning permissions into completions – this may need to be 
through their local plans and – where relevant – include Green 
Belt review. A benchmark adjustment for optimism bias would 
suggest more land for c.86,000 additional homes is needed over 
the NLP period: 

This puts into sharp focus the reality of the task London is facing 
to meet its new ten-year net housing target – equivalent to identifying 
more than two years’ worth of the NLP housing target figure. 

Our findings of systemic optimism bias have implications 
for the design of the future planning system as envisaged 

by the White Paper: 

Quite simply, the realism of housing land supply forecasting in 
London will need to improve if the White Paper proposals to set 
binding housing requirements and remove the requirements for 
maintaining a 5YHLS are to be compatible with the objective of 
meeting housing need.
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The production of future housing land supply assessments by the 
Boroughs is inconsistent: 

Only two thirds of Boroughs have an Annual Monitoring Report reviewing 
a recent monitoring year. Worryingly, at the time of writing, only a single 
Borough has published a 5YHLS position statement that both references 
the current 2019 NPPF and publishes ‘clear evidence’ to justify it, in 
accordance with the definition of a ‘deliverable’ site in the new Framework.

The Boroughs’ past evidence has often been inaccurate in estimating 
housing supply even for the next year, suggesting optimism bias – 

over-estimating the deliverability of sites and how quickly homes will be built: 

A comparison of forecast housing delivery with actual completions data 
shows that Boroughs have, on average, overestimated their supply by some 
20% in the following monitoring year.

Taking the Boroughs’ housing land supply forecasts at face value, 
the total supply is just under 12,000 dwellings in excess of the total 

London-wide ten-year net housing targets in the NLP (2019) from 2019-2029:

This is notwithstanding the fact that the data set is incomplete to 2028/29,  so 
more supply will inevitably come forward in this period.
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Key 
figures

Total identified supply across 
the 32 Boroughs498k
Surplus identified above the 
Borough’s combined ten-year net 
housing targetc.12k

Boroughs with a recent AMR 
monitoring year21
Boroughs with a recent 
5YHLS base date

Average rate by which housing 
supply forecasts are overestimated 
for the next monitoring year

18

20%

However, only one Borough publishes 
‘clear evidence’ in support of Category B 
sites in its latest 5YHLS position 

Gap to meet the Borough’s combined NLP 
ten-year target, adjusting for past rates of 
‘optimism bias’

1

86k

Boroughs which – on paper – have 
enough identified supply to meet NLP 
ten-year target15
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The housing targets proposed in the 
New London Plan (NLP) are ambitious, 
and they need to be. London has an 
imperative to be delivering more homes 
by every measure of need. However, 
an interrogation of the latest housing 
supply forecasts prepared by the London 
Boroughs suggest a lot more land is 
needed for these housing targets to be met. 
In the three years to 2019, London has built an average of c.39,000 
net additional dwellings. Achieving the proposed annual average 
NLP target of 52,000 between 2019 t0 2029 will clearly be a major 
step up in delivery. The NLP Inspectors concluded the ambitious 
new target to be ‘deliverable’, but the figure was capacity-driven and 
below assessed need. It was based on a top-down London capacity 
study prepared by the GLA (the 2017 SHLAA). Theoretically, 
then, there should be enough land supply in London based on this 
‘macro’ assessment; but it leaves little wiggle room if any supply 
falls through or comes forward later than anticipated. To date, the 
question of five-year housing land supply (5YHLS) has not typically 
been part of the planning landscape in the way it is outside the 
M25, but the NLP ambitions – coupled with the sharper focus on 
deliverability in the 2019 NPPF – place a greater emphasis (than 
has hitherto been the case) on maintaining a realistic approach to 
land supply by individual Boroughs tasked with implementing the 
Mayor’s vision. 

In this Insight, we have looked at London’s supply from a ‘bottom 
up’ perspective to see whether the 32 Boroughs (excluding The City 
of London and the development corporations) themselves have 
identified sufficient sites to meet the emerging NLP ten-year target 
to 2029. This provides a gauge as to what additional – if indeed any – 
supply needs to be identified to have a realistic chance of meeting the 
NLP’s capacity-based targets.

Our research goes a step further and considers how accurate the 
Borough’s housing forecast of future housing supply might be 
by comparing their previous forecasts with actual delivery. The 
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development of housing – especially in the context 
of London – is inherently uncertain. Turning 
theoretical capacity into actual supply is difficult 
and lapses in planning permission are commonplace. 
Delays are normal. Brownfield development brings 
complications. This Insight looks at whether these 
risks are accurately reflected in the Borough’s 
forecasts and, if they are not, what implications this 
would have for meeting the NLP ambitious targets; 
for each Borough in demonstrating a rolling 5YHLS 
as required by the NPPF; and future planning under 
the proposals of the White Paper.  

1

2

5

8

10

12

14



Source: Lichfield Analysis (Data collected up to the end of September 2020) 

Figure 1: The combined 32 Boroughs housing supply

Inner London Outer London
232,587

265,516
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1 These have been used 
either where the Council has 
not published a trajectory 
beyond the 5-year period 
(as a last resort) or where 
they project beyond the 
five-year period.
2 Westminster does publish 
a trajectory to 2033 but no 
figure for 2028/29 is given.

Notes:

For this research we have focused on the 32 London 
Boroughs. The City of London was not considered 
due to it playing a minor role in delivery. 

The Development Corporations were also ommitted 
due to the different planning context in which they 
operate and a lack of available data.

02  
London’s identified housing 
supply
In this section we review the data assembled 
by London Boroughs to identify how much 
housing land they have identified to help meet 
the London Plan’s housing targets to 2029. 

Calculating the combined supply to 
2029
In sourcing the data on housing supply in London, it 
became clear that the available evidence varies from 
Borough to Borough. We have, however, sought 
to use the most up-to-date trajectory of projected 
supply to 2029. In the majority of cases, the 
data is sourced from recent Annual Monitoring 
Reports (AMRs) many of which include a housing 
trajectory with stated year-by-year completion 
figures. Other data sources include local plan 
examination documents; the local plan itself; or in 
a few cases 5YHLS reports1. Some of the data has 
also been pro-rata’d where completions for certain 
time-periods are given instead of year-by-year 
completions. Finally, from our review six Boroughs 
have not published (at least publicly) projected 
completions for all years to 2028/29. This ranges 
from five-years missing in the case of Hillingdon 
to one-year in the case of Westminster2.

6
The number of 
Boroughs that 
haven’t published 
a trajectory up to 
2029 to date

498k HOMES
The combined 
housing target for 
the 32 London 
Boroughs

Given the above, the findings of this Insight 
are caveated insofar as they are based on the 
amalgamation of – in some cases – patchy data 
obtained from multiple sources. However, 
this is a finding in and of itself: there is no 
consistent and up-to-date set of reporting data 
for housing land supply across the Boroughs. 
Despite this, the published supply identified by 
the Boroughs is what they themselves consider 
to be either ‘deliverable’ or ‘developable’. Were 
5YHLS to be considered at a s.78 appeal, it is this 
data that would be scrutinised to see whether 
a Borough was meeting the requirements of 
NPPF para 73. At a local plan examination, this 
is the evidence that will be scrutinised by an 
Inspector in terms of NPPF para 67. So, while 
our estimate is a bit ‘Frankenstein’ in one sense, 
it is the best publicly available data to answer 
our research question.

Finally, it is important to note that the 
Boroughs housing forecasts were made in a pre-
COVID context. The impact of the COVID-19 
pandemic are discussed later in this report. 



Source: Lichfields Analysis (Data collected up to the end of September 2020)

Figure 2: Boroughs with sufficient identified supply on paper to meet NLP ten-year targets
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The Borough’s combined supply
Our research – reviewing data to the end of 
September 2020 – suggests the Boroughs have 
an identified supply totalling c.498,000 homes 
that are expected to be delivered over the 10-
year period to 2028/29. This is just above – by 
just under c.12,000 homes – the Boroughs’ 
combined ten-year housing target (NLP Table 
2.1) of 486,200 homes3 (NLP total including 
development corporations and The City of 
London is 522,870 by 2028/29).

The inner London Boroughs also appear to have 
a greater supply relative to their requirement 
than the outer London Boroughs. Inner London 
Boroughs have sufficient supply on paper to 
exceed their combined target by 6.5% (c.14,000 
homes) while Outer London Boroughs 
currently expect to fall short of its targets by 
just under 1% (c.2,300 homes). However, the 
Outer London Boroughs expect to deliver more 

housing in absolute terms; not unexpectedly 
give they are more numerous (19 outer c.f. 13 
inner) and have larger land areas. Finally, on 
an individual basis 15 Boroughs have already 
identified sufficient supply to meet their 
emerging minimum ten-year target. Of course, 
this leaves 17 authorities that are yet to do so 
and will need to identify more sites through 
their local plans. 

Proportionally, Kensington and Chelsea is more 
than pulling its weight; identifying 59% more 
homes than its minimum target. Hounslow 
has identified the most homes above its target 
in absolute terms: some c.9,900 homes. At the 
other end, Waltham Forest has the greatest gap, 
needing to identify c.4,500 additional homes 
to meet its NLP target. Ealing also has a much 
larger gap of c.12,000 homes on paper but is 
missing three-years’ data.

c.12k HOMES
The surplus above 
the Boroughs 
combined housing 
target

c.32k
More homes are 
expected to be 
delivered in outer 
London Borough’s 
than in Inner

6.5%
The proportion 
that Inner London 
Borough’s expect to 
exceed its combined 
requirement

Shortfall of supply 
against NLP target

Sufficient supply to 
meet NLP target

3 The Total NLP Ten-
Year Housing Target is 
522,870 units which 
includes development in 
the City of London and the 
Development Corporations.



Source: Lichfields analysis of London Borough’s monitoring data and trajectories. (Data collected up to the end of September 2020)

Above Borough Target, 
below London Target

Below Borough Target Above Borough & 
London Target

Figure 3: The London Borough’s housing trajectory 
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London’s housing trajectory
Figure 3 below shows the projected year-
by-year completions data of the Boroughs 
combined (i.e. the total 498k supply as 
identified in Figure 1, which is above the 
NLP Borough’s 486k target). This shows that 
the Boroughs already expect to exceed their 
combined annualised target in the first six 
years to 2024/25. Indeed, in four of these 
years the forecasts indicate that the Boroughs 
themselves (i.e. irrespective of delivery from 
the development corporations and the City 
of London) will deliver above the annualised 
average NLP target of c.52,000. This front-
loading of the supply is to be expected given 
opportunities that could deliver in later years 
may not yet have been identified. 

Summary
Taking the data at face-value, the London 
Boroughs have identified enough supply to 
meet the NLP ten-year housing targets to 2029. 
The delivery rates projected are, however, quite 
a jump from the c.44,000 homes delivered in 
2018/19. In addition, there will inevitably be 
future opportunities that have not yet been 
identified and some missing years in the data to 
2028/29 to plug. 

However, the question that follows is whether 
this data is realistic as a measure of prospective 
housing supply as opposed to simply 
identifying land that might deliver homes; and 
if it is not, what then would be the implications? 
In the next chapter we consider how up-to-
date is the data collated (the Insight has already 
alluded to the fact that data has gaps) and how 
accurate is it as a forecast of delivery given what 
has happened in the past.

6 YEARS
The number of 
years the London 
Borough’s expect 
to build above the 
Boroughs’ NLP 
target
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Source: Lichfields Analysis (Data collected up to the end of September 2020) 

Figure 4: Review of Annual Monitoring Report ‘Monitoring Years’ of London Boroughs
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Is this supply position 
up-to-date?
Monitoring development in a timely manner is 
a requirement of all Local Planning Authorities 
(‘LPA’) by both law (for AMRs) at section 35 of 
the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 
2004, as amended by section 113 Localism Act 
2011, and by national policy in the revised 
NPPF (2019) (for 5YHLS). It is undoubtedly a 
time-consuming, resource-intensive, annual 
(or sometimes more often) endeavour for each 
LPA. However, we have found that production 
of evidence on monitoring and forecasting 
housing supply is not consistently maintained 
by all London Boroughs. Unfortunately, 
without timely monitoring there is no other 
realistic measure of what deliverable and 
developable housing sites are in the pipeline. 
Without it, individual LPAs (and in the case of 
London also the GLA) are unable to identify 
problems and implement solutions to meet 
adopted housing targets where there is a risk of 
under delivery. 

Annual Monitoring Reports
All London Boroughs are required by law to 
publish AMRs. However, only 21 Boroughs 
have an AMR (or AMR housing ‘bulletin’ or 
‘topic paper’ in some cases) on their website 
which covers a recent monitoring year (i.e. 
2018/19 or 2019/20). With the oldest published 
data, Hillingdon’s ‘latest’ AMR covers the 
2012/13 monitoring year and Ealing’s latest 
AMR covers 2013/14. At the time of data 
collection, no Boroughs have published an 
AMR for the 2019/20 monitoring year – albeit 
we note that across England LPAs often publish 
AMRs throughout the year. It takes time to 
collate and cleanse this data and it often requires 
liaison with different council departments. As 
such dependent on resourcing it can take some 
months after the end of the monitoring period 
(typically end of March) before an LPA is ready to 
share the previous year’s completions.

21
The number of 
Borough’s that have 
published an AMR 
covering a recent 
monitoring year (or 
housing topic paper) 
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Source: Lichfields Analysis (Data collected up to the end of September 2020) 

Figure 5: Review of 5YHLS Reports of London Boroughs
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Five Year Housing Land Supply
Paragraph 73 of the NPPF (2019) requires that 
LPAs must publish and annually update a 
supply of specific ‘deliverable’ sites sufficient 
to provide for a minimum of five years’ worth 
of housing against their requirement. From 
our review, only 18 Boroughs have published 
a 5YHLS position with a recent base date (i.e. 
1st April 2019 or 2020). Clearly, many of the 
Borough’s simply are not publishing timely 
5YHLS positions; however, Sutton, Bexley and 
Bromley should be highlighted as having very 
recently published new 5YHLS positions with 
an April 2020 base date. 

A key policy change to assessing 5YHLS in the 
revised NPPF (2019) was a new definition of a 
‘deliverable’ site. Crucially, this now requires 
the production of ‘clear evidence’ in support of 
certain types of sites to be ‘deliverable’: such as 
those with outline permission only or simply 
an allocation. Without this evidence, such sites 
cannot be considered deliverable. 

Obviously, with so many Boroughs failing to 
publish up-to-date 5YHLS positions, most of 
what is published simply fails to engage with 
any of the revised NPPF (2019) tests due to 
timing. In addition, another recent change to 
the 5YHLS calculation is the introduction of 
the Housing Delivery Test results in terms of 
defining an LPAs appropriate buffer. 

What is surprising is that while 18 Boroughs 
have a ‘recent’ 5YHLS report only 15 actually 
reference the revised NPPF (2018 or 2019 
version) tests, and only one of these Boroughs 
(Havering) publishes supporting ‘clear evidence’. 
It should, however, be noted Bromley did 
publish ‘clear evidence’ in its previous 2019 
position but chose not to do so in its updated 
2020 position. This though seems to be because 
it relies only on ‘Category A’ sites which do not 
require clear evidence to demonstrate they are 
deliverable. Other Boroughs may have published 
such evidence for submission at appeals, but 
this evidence has not been amalgamated into a 
published public-facing position and therefore 
is not referenced in this Insight. 
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Source: Lichfields Analysis (Data collected up to the end of 
September 2020) 

Figure 6: The combined 32 Boroughs housing supply
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Summary
At a Borough level, the timely monitoring 
and publication of future housing supply is 
not occurring consistently across all London 
Boroughs. Furthermore, the majority of 5YHLS 
material published by the London Boroughs does 
not engage with the revised NPPF tests. What 
does this mean for London and the total supply 
identified in the previous section?

The first point to make would be that neither the 
GLA nor many of the Boroughs themselves, have 
an up-to-date supply trajectory: at least based 
on what data has been published publicly. This 
means that London as a whole probably does not 
know where its gaps in housing land provision 
truly are. This limits the ability of the GLA or 
individual boroughs to effectively respond to 
any shortcomings in delivery against the NLP 
ten-year housing targets. Of course, developers 
are also unable to identify Boroughs where 
there might be gaps in supply. It also means that 
we should treat some of the Boroughs’ housing 
supply forecasts with an inherent degree of 
caution. 

Secondly, the Boroughs are leaving themselves 
vulnerable to 5YHLS challenges in future s.78 
appeals. Anecdotally, we know that 5YHLS has 
not been part of the London planning lexicon 
(and has not always needed to be) in the way it 
is outside the capital. In many cases, it has not 
been as necessary to run a 5YHLS argument 
at appeals in London: primarily due to the 
underlying need for (and consequently weight 
given to) housing delivery. Many Boroughs are 
also seen as pro-development, with contested 
issues relating to site-specific matters. This 
helps explain why there is seemingly a lack 
of engagement by the Boroughs in publishing 
and monitoring 5YHLS positions; with only 
those such as Bromley and Havering (who have 
been peppered with s.78 appeals on housing 
schemes) being forced to prepare more robust 
positions. But a combination of higher housing 
requirements and a complete lack of up-to-date 
and policy compliant 5YHLS positions could 
mean such challenges become more prevalent. 
If it is easy to demonstrate a lack of 5YHLS it 
seems obvious that many developers – either 
through applications or appeals – could use this 

to engage the tilted balance for consideration of 
their proposals. 

Thirdly, the NLP targets are capacity-based 
which leaves very little room for manoeuvre 
should identified supply not come forward. 
Easy engagement of the presumption in favour 
of sustainable development via a lack of 5YHLS 
could therefore aid non-policy complaint 
development to come forward (this could include 
development on Green Belt land, Metropolitan 
Open Land, Strategic Industrial Land and other 
lesser designations).

Finally, under the proposals in the White Paper, 
there will be no forward-looking throttle for 
managing the release of housing land supply 
other than through future local plans which will 
designate land as ‘growth’, ‘renewal’ or ‘protect’ 
areas with plans with ten-year horizons unlikely 
to be updated more than every five years. In a 
London context, it will be important that those 
local plans are founded on realistic estimates of 
housing land supply, otherwise they will not 
provide sufficient land to meet future needs. 
This could also relate to whatever method the 
Government adopts for setting binding housing 
requirement figures; if it is supplied with data 
that is not reliable, it could distribute its housing 
targets in a way that proves not to be effective.

This takes us onto the next chapter, which looks 
at whether forecasts of housing land supply are 
realistic. 

Neither the GLA nor 
many of the Boroughs 
themselves have an 
up-to-date supply 
trajectory: at least 
based on what data 
has been published 
publicly

1714

1

No Yes (But does not publish 
‘Clear Evidence’)

Yes (Publishes 
‘Clear Evidence’)



Source:  The SHLAA 2013 Table 3.20

Table 1: Rate of planning permission implementation in London (GLA)

Completions 
average     
2004- 2012

2004- 2012 
average 
approvals

Completions 
average    
2008- 2012

2008- 2012 
average 
approvals

Completions 
average 
2012/13 to 
2017/18

2012/13 
to 2017/18 
average 
approvals

24,694 58,167 23,281 54,911 31,309 71,287

Percentage of 
permissions 
completed

42.45% 42.40% 43.92%
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4 ‘Barriers to Housing 
Delivery – Update’ (2014)

04  
Is the data realistic?

Forecasts are just that: a future projection 
based on both what has happened in the past 
combined with what we think will happen 
in the future. They will rarely, if ever, be 
100% accurate because there are so many 
inherent uncertainties with the development 
of housing, especially in London. However, 
a reasonable degree of realism is vital for 
forward planning.

We know that development in the capital is 
inherently uncertain – perhaps more so than 
other areas of the country. Lapses of planning 
permissions in the capital are common and it 
is not unusual for many iterations of a scheme 
to be approved, and expire, sometimes passing 
through changing landowners before one is 
actually built out4 (Battersea PowerStation 
is the often-cited example). This is not a 
new phenomenon; indeed the issue of lapse 
rates (the non-implementation of planning 
permissions) was discussed in great depth at 
the Examination in Public into the Further 
Alterations to the London Plan (FALP) and 
is addressed in the Inspector’s report to 
the Mayor in November 2014. The London 
SHLAA (2013) had considered the issue in 
some detail and the FALP Inspector concluded 
that a sustained quantity of land well above 
objectively assessed housing needs would be 
required to meet housing needs due to lapses 
in planning permissions: 

Extrapolating the same data from the London 
SHLAA (2013) from 2012/13 to 2017/18 shows 
that this trend has continued, despite approvals 
and completions increasing on average, the rate of 
implementation is very similar to earlier periods. 

It is not enough to identify capacity. Delivery 
is critical to meeting the pressing need 
for new housing in London and one must 
consider whether and when these sites will 
deliver the number of homes envisaged 
in the SHLAA. The SHLAA identifies 
sites with planning permission and those 
allocated in development plans. Although it 
is reasonable to consider sites with planning 
permission as commitments, the Mayor’s 
‘Barriers to Housing Delivery – Update’ of 
July 2014 looked at sites of 20 dwellings or 
more and reports that only about half of the 
total number of dwellings granted planning 
permission every year are built. This can also 
be seen in Table 3.20 of the SHLAA which 
shows average completions between 2004-
2012 of 24,694 pa compared to an average of 
58,167 dwellings permitted each year. 

Para 37 of the FALP Inspector’s Report



INSIGHT 
MIND THE GAP

9

5 MHCLG Live tables on 
Housing Supply

On the basis of the significant gap between 
permitted dwellings and dwelling completions in 
London, it is clear that this must be factored into 
the Boroughs’ housing trajectories to ensure they 
are a realistic indicator of their future housing 
supply over the NLP period. In reality, as the 
FALP Inspector concludes, it is not enough to 
identify capacity, it must be delivered; therefore, to 
factor in lapses, housing land supply significantly 
above housing requirements will be needed. This 
is necessary at the macro London level, or on 
an individual Borough basis, with the degree of 
flexibility in inverse proportion to the quality of 
evidence on site deliverability. 

Outside of London, there is an example of the 
application of macro adjustments to a supply 
trajectory for 5YHLS purposes. At the ‘Land 
off Castlethorpe Road’ appeal in Milton Keynes 
(ref. 3214365) the appellant argued for a macro-
adjustment: that an increased 25% reduction 
should be made to the LPAs supply figure on the 
basis the LPA had consistently over estimated 
supply: under the concept of ‘optimism bias’. The 
Inspector agreed, albeit not to that specific rate, 
noting the Council had consistently not achieved 
the delivery rates expected. The Council sought to 
challenge the decision, but this was rejected by the 
High Court. 

There is no formal requirement to account for 
‘optimism bias’ in the NPPF when considering 
5YHLS at an individual Borough level. Arguably 
it already is factored into that process, given the 
need for an additional buffer (5% or 20%) of supply 
and assuming the sites included in the five year 
period are properly justified against the NPPF 
definition of deliverable (with clear evidence, 
if required). For this reason, Milton Keynes 
Council (from the above appeal) no longer applies 
such a discount to its latest position. However, 
measuring the accuracy of an LPA’s delivery 
assumptions by comparing its previous forecasts 
to actual delivery in those years, can be a useful 
benchmark for the accuracy of such forecasts, 
particularly in the context that with most London 
Boroughs are not currently demonstrating their 
5YHLS with reference to the policy requirements 
of the NPPF and guidance in the PPG. It is also 
a useful measure for informing the approach of 
London Boroughs as they turn to producing Local 
Plans that execute the policies of the NLP. 

We have therefore undertaken this exercise for the 
London Boroughs below to understand whether the 
findings on the SHLAA 2013 remain true today; that 
there is a significant gap between land identified/
permitted dwellings and housing completions. 

Assessing Accuracy: Methodology
To calculate a level of ‘optimism bias’, we have 
compared what each Borough expected to deliver 
in a given year with what was actually then 
delivered in that year. The supply forecasts have 
been collected from historical AMRs and 5YHLS 
position statements over the five-year period 
before the base date of the NLP target: i.e. between 
2014/15 to 2018/19. We have then compared these 
figures to recorded completions as detailed in the 
GLA’s AMRs for each year except 2018/19; this is 
because the GLA AMR 16 (covering 2019/20) has 
yet to be published; therefore, we have used the 
MHCLG completions data for this year only5.

From this data, we have calculated the level of 
over or under-estimation for each Borough in 
‘Year 1’ of the forecasts. This is the year following 
the publication of a given forecast. This would be 
the year in which a Borough would logically be 
most confident in terms of forecasting its supply. 
This is our primary measure of optimism bias in 
our research. It is worth noting that by looking 
at successive ‘year one’ estimates, some schemes 
may therefore be captured more than once, by 
virtue of the undelivered elements having been 
delayed from the first year and pushed back to the 
following year in the subsequent trajectory.

We have also calculated the level of over or 
under-estimation in ‘Year 2’ and ‘Year 3’ of the 
forecasts where the data allows. As an example, 
if a 5YHLS position’s base date was 2013/14, the 
‘Year 1’ forecast would be the delivery expected 
in 2013/14, ‘Year 2’ would be 2014/15, and ‘Year 
3’ would be 2015/16. We have also graded the 
data collected by how many years data there 
is available. Some Boroughs have consistently 
published AMRs and 5YHLS positions on an 
annual basis while others, as noted in the previous 
section, have not. 

The data tables with relevant figures and sources 
are at Appendix 1. The findings are set out in the 
next section.



Source: Lichfields Analysis of London Borough’s monitoring data (Data collected up to the end of September 2020)

Figure 7: Accuracy of Future Housing Projections
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From the data, we were only able to review 
29 Boroughs’ forecasting accuracy. Our 
findings show that just under half of Boroughs 
overestimated there Year 1 supply by more than 
10%; while five underestimated the supply by 
more than 10%. The least ‘accurate’ Borough 
was Barking & Dagenham (four-years’ data). 
It over-estimated its year one supply by 104% 
in ‘Year 1’ of its forecasting based on the data 
available. This is because between 2014/15 to 
2017/18 only 2,238 units were built compared 
to the 4,576 homes that were expected in the 
combined total of the first year of each annual 
forecast (in that first year, its expectation for the 
period to 2014/15 – 2017/18 was even higher 
at 4,998). The most ‘accurate’ Borough was 
Merton (five-years’ data), where forecasts were 
just 0.46% above what was actually delivered: 
off by just 11 units. 

On average through, the Boroughs’ Year 1 
forecasts over-estimated the ‘Year 1’ supply by 
20% while the median figure is 9%: showing 
there is a large variation in the data.

From the above, it can also be inferred that 
Boroughs that publish monitoring data more 
regularly are more accurate. The average over-
estimation of supply for Boroughs with five years 
of data (eight Boroughs) was 9% compared to 38% 
for those with 3-4 years’ data (ten Boroughs). For 
the twelve Boroughs with only 1-2 years data, 
the average over-estimation was 10%; however, 
six Boroughs only had a single data point. 
Consequently,  this figure is far more volatile 
than the figure for Boroughs with more data.

05  
Accuracy review findings



Source: Lichfields Analysis of London Borough’s monitoring data (Data collected up to the end of September 2020)

Figure 8: Accuracy of Future Housing Projections
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Looking beyond ‘Year 1’ forecasts, the data 
shows that in ‘Year 2’ and ‘Year 3’ the Boroughs’ 
forecasting becomes far less accurate. This 
highlights that, not surprisingly, the further 
from the base-date one gets, the harder it 
becomes to be accurately forecast housing 
supply. This is of course reflected in the NPPF’s 
different tests for ‘deliverable’ and ‘developable’ 
sites, with greater emphasis on evidencing the 
delivery of ‘deliverable’ sites for the immediate 
five years. Also, sites will have come forward 
in these years that at the base date of the 
assessment the Borough would not have been 
aware of or maybe not yet approved. Therefore, 
inevitably these projections will be less accurate 
and the data beyond ‘Year 1’ is more volatile.

While one could never expect any LPA to be 
100% accurate in forecasting its supply, our 
analysis shows the London Boroughs forecasts 
are – on average – overestimating the supply 
of homes by a significant margin. Borough 
forecasts do not appear to be accounting for the 
reality of the difficulty in converting permissions 
into completed dwellings in the capital.



Figure 9: London’s Supply Trajectory Accounting for Optimism Bias (20%)

Source: Lichfields Analysis (Data collected up to the end of September 2020)
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Our analysis shows that development 
monitoring/forecasting in London is patchy 
at best and certainly not consistent between 
Boroughs. Furthermore, where housing supply 
is forecast, it appears to be overly optimistic and 
does not always account for the real complexities 
of converting identified land and housing 
permissions to dwelling completions. Few 
Boroughs consistently monitor annually (at least 
publicly) and – overall – there is an ‘optimism bias’ 
of some 9% in the forecasts. It would therefore 
appear that the London Boroughs’ amalgamated 
supply figure of c.498,000 homes identified to 
meet the NLP housing targets to 2029 is unlikely 
to be an accurate reflection on what development 
is likely to be built over that period.

We are not able to update each Borough’s own 
monitoring data to bring it up to date to bridge the 
monitoring gap we identified in Section 3. But we 
can adjust for the forecasts’ likely inaccuracy based 
on the level of optimism bias calculated. Adjusting 
the Boroughs’ total supply figure by the average 
‘Year 1’ optimism bias (the year of which Boroughs 
should have been most certain) suggests a stark 
risk to the reality of meeting the NLPs emerging 
ten-year housing targets. 

As shown in Figure 9, making this adjustment 
would mean that in only one of the ten years 
2019 to 2029 would the Boroughs meet 
combined housing supply target of c.48,600 dpa 
based on current identified supply. The overall 
gap to meeting London’s NLP target would 
stand at c.86,000 units. Also, when accounting 
the average optimism bias, only four Boroughs 
– Kensington & Chelsea, Southwark, Hounslow 
and Redbridge – would still have sufficient 
supply to meet their respective Borough target.

As set out in Section 5, it would appear that 
where Boroughs monitor more regularly the 
forecasting is more accurate. Even if one took a 
benevolent approach and applied a 9% optimism 
bias (the average for Borough’s with five-years 
monitoring data and the median optimism 
bias of all Borough’s) the gap between the NLP 
ten-year housing target for London would still 
stand at c.33,000 homes.

06  
What might London’s 
adjusted supply look like?
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Figure 10: London Boroughs Supply Accounting for Optimism 
Bias (20%)

Source: Lichfields Analysis (Data collected up to the end of 
September 2020)
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The reality of London’s supply
The London SHLAA (2013) found that there 
was a significant gap between the number 
of permissions granted and those delivered 
over the period 2004 to 2012. Our analysis 
goes one stage further comparing Boroughs’ 
forecast housing delivery with what actually 
occurred, i.e. more accurately tracking the 
status of individual permissions. Both pieces 
of analysis show that significantly more supply 
needs to be identified (allocated and permission 
subsequently granted) than the housing target, 
to ensure enough homes are provided. It is 
almost inevitable that Boroughs will need to 
accept supply coming from alternative sources 
(including Green Belt sites) to meet the shortfall 
because the housing target is capacity-based 
(and below current housing need), meaning 
if there were more sites from current sources 
of land, the housing targets would simply be 
higher. Furthermore, in producing local plans 
pursuant to the NLP, an LPA would typically 
include a supply buffer above its minimum 
requirement to allow flexibility in supply 
coming forward – a Borough constraining itself 
to the capacity-based targets used in the London 
Plan process would not be able to square the 

circle. The lack of wriggle-room could force 
Boroughs struggling to demonstrate a 5YHLS 
(and vulnerable the provisions of NPPF para 11 
d) to rely on schemes that come forward outside 
the current London and local policy framework.  

The COVID factor
As of writing we know we are amidst a period of 
economic turbulence due to the global COVID-19 
pandemic. Its impacts on the matters considered 
in our analysis remain to be seen, but one can 
speculate on some potential areas of change. 

Firstly, as with any economic downturn there 
is significant risk to the housing market. 
The financial resilience of developers will be 
impacted as will the ability of some schemes to 
come forward viably. This might particularity 
be the case for mixed use schemes that might 
have combined residential with commercial 
space. Secondly, looking in the medium term, 
there are anecdotal accounts of changes in 
housing aspirations given the working-from-
home revolution and the increased recognition 
of the value of private open space. Whether this 
impacts on density assumptions for identified 
land remains to be seen. Finally, we do not 
yet know whether there will be a long-term 
adjustment in the level of housing need in 
London; quite simply, will fewer people want to 
continue to live in the capital in future?  

On a more immediate practical note, 
construction output dropped overnight when 
the first lockdown was enforced. From this, 
we know that there will be a permeant scar in 
delivery in 2020/21 and possibly into 2021/22 
monitoring year onwards. 

Will developers be able to catch up on lost 
supply by 2029? Will existing permissions need 
to be re-planned given impacts to viability or 
market demand? What impact will any financial 
interventions by Government have on house 
building? At this stage, these questions cannot 
be answered, but it is safe to say that the 
challenge of meeting the NLP capacity-based 
target has likely increased. More so than ever, 
accurate and up-to-date forecasting is needed to 
flag gaps in supply and help identify the need 
for plan-led solutions.

213,160

186,724

31,626

54,690
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07  
Conclusions   

Meeting the emerging NLP ten-year housing 
targets was always going to be a tall order. The 
32 London Boroughs are being set the task of 
delivering the majority of London’s new supply 
in the ten-year period from 2019/20 to 2028/29: 
some 486,200 homes (with the development 
corporations and City of London also 
contributing). From a bottom-up perspective, 

having amalgamated the Boroughs’ housing 
supply forecasts, it would appear – at face value 
– that the Boroughs have just enough supply 
to achieve that. However, we have also found 
that the Boroughs’ own supply projections 
are largely not up-to-date nor likely to be an 
accurate reflection of the housing completions 
that will realistically be achieved. 

Housing supply monitoring in London is inconsistent across the Boroughs. Not only do many 
Boroughs not publish up-to-date data, but that which is published does not (in the main) adhere to 

current policy requirements. This leaves Boroughs particularly vulnerable to 5YHLS challenges in the 
future and blind to impending supply challenges: particularly taking into account the impacts of COVID-19 
on housing delivery in the short term and market demand in the medium to long term.

London has a specific problem with turning planning permissions into completions with significant 
lapse rates prevalent in the Boroughs for more than a decade. The analysis has found that Borough 

supply forecasts are often inaccurate, with an average ‘optimism bias’ of 20% (9% median). Simply, the 
forecasts of supply do not appear to account sufficiently for the scale of lapses to permissions in the capital.

However, where Boroughs monitor more regularly, their forecasting is generally more accurate (9% 
‘optimism bias’ compared to the 20% average). This likely reflects a greater understanding of what 

is happening on the ground and therefore what might more realistically happen in the immediate future. 
This also highlights the importance of regular monitoring to enable Boroughs to identify problems earlier 
and be in a position to implement solutions. 

Accounting for the ‘optimism bias’ in the amalgamated supply figure means there might be a need to 
identify an additional c.86,000 homes in London just to meet the minimum capacity-based NLP target 

for the Boroughs alone. This figure is based on a pre-COVID dataset. The reality may now be even greater. 

Finding significant additional supply of housing sites when the housing target is capacity-based 
is challenging, at least within the current policy envelope. In reality, Boroughs will need to explore 

alternative sources of land supply – such as Green Belt, where applicable – to ensure they can make up 
some of the shortfall. 
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And what about the planning 
system proposed in the White 
Paper Planning?
This Insight throws up questions about how 
London can effectively plan to meet its NLP 
housing target under the current planning 
system. But far reaching changes to the 
current planning system are on the horizon, 
as proposed in the White Paper ‘Planning for 
the Future’. Two key issues emerge from our 
research. 

Firstly, the White Paper proposes that 
Government will give LPAs a binding housing 
target that takes account of need and – crucially 
– constraints. The White Paper also proposes 
that the Mayor of London would have a role 
in distributing needs across the capital (albeit 
without explicit confirming this would be 
achieved through a Spatial Development 
Strategy as defined by current legislation 
and practice). As has emerged from the NLP 
(2019) examination, the biggest constraint in 
London will likely be the lack of available land, 
and our research flags the inherent difficulty 
in accurately estimating – through evidence 
- the rate at which identified land capacity 
(including that with permission) is converted to 
housing completions when expected. Both the 
Government (in distributing a binding target 
to either London or individual Boroughs) and 
the Mayor (in distributing) will need reliable 

data to inform their judgements. The question 
of how land constraints – including Green Belt, 
but also policy judgements about Metropolitan 
Open Land and Strategic Industrial Land – will 
be part of this matrix and is something with 
which the Government will need to grapple as 
it formulates its new national policy.

Secondly, the White Paper proposes to 
remove 5YHLS as a test, relying instead on 
the deliverability of new allocations (granted 
in effect outline consent in ‘growth’ areas) via 
plan-making and then relying on plan reviews 
and the Housing Delivery Test to remedy 
shortfalls post hoc. Given the inevitable lead-
in times associated with bringing forward 
additional land if required, a failure to identify 
sufficient sites to realistically meet housing 
targets in a Local Plan will not be capable of 
immediate remedy or ongoing challenge via 
the usual 5YHLS process. For this new system 
to be effective, the Government would need to 
be very confident that the apparently systemic 
problems of optimism bias that we have 
identified in accurately forecasting housing 
land supply in London will be remedied.  A 
more prudent approach might be to maintain 
the requirement for a 5YHLS as a forward-
looking check on the system. In a nutshell, any 
new planning system will need to think about 
the unique challenge of housing land supply in 
London and “mind the gap”. 
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The below sets out the background data and sources for how we calculated the ‘Optimism Bias’ 
for each London Borough. As set out in the Insight, completions data is sourced from the GLA 
Monitoring Reports (specifically GLA AMRs 12 to 15). Given the GLA AMR16 has not been 
published at the time of writing – which will contain completions data for 2018/19 – we have used 
MHCLG Data in its place. The ‘Year 1’ figure is highlighted in each table below.

We were unable to review the following LPAs given data constraints:

• Bromley: The Council only publishes its latest 5YHLS on its website with past ones 
removed from the main web page. It does however publish historical AMRs but these do 
not include a projection of future supply;

• Croydon: The Council’s latest trajectory (17/18) projects supply from 2019/20 onwards. 
There is no historical data on the Council’s main website.

• Southwark: The Council provides a full set out housing completions data from 2004/05 
but does not publish historical yearly projections which we can appraise on a rolling basis.

• If a Borough projected a total ‘Year 1’ delivery figure of 1,000 units overall and it went 
on to deliver 1,000 units, its ‘Optimism Bias’ would be 0% as there was no difference 
between delivery and supply – i.e. there was no ‘Optimism Bias’;

• If a Borough projected a total ‘Year 1’ delivery figure of 1,100 units overall and it went on 
to deliver 1,000 units, its ‘Optimism Bias’ would be 10% as there was a 100-unit shortfall 
between delivery and projected supply – i.e. there was a 10% ‘Optimism Bias’

• If a Borough projected a total ‘Year 1’ delivery figure of 900 units overall and it went on 
to deliver 1,000 units, its ‘Optimism Bias’ would be -10% as there was a 100 unit over 
delivery between delivery and projected supply – i.e. the Council underestimated its 
supply by 10%. 

LPAs with no available data

As a guide for the below:

Appendix 1:  
Calculating ‘Optimism Bias’   



LPAs with Five-Years data

Source Year of 
Projection

Year of Delivery Total Expected 
Delivery Across Period

Total ‘Year 1’ 
Projected Delivery 

2014/15 2015/16 2016/17 2017/18 2018/19

Bexley
AMR (2013/14) – Table 6.2 2013/14 403 394 394 394 394 1,979

AMR (2014/15) – Table 6.2 2014/15 311 436 436 636 1,819

AMR (2015/16) – Table 15 2015/16 253 491 491 1,235

AMR (2016/17) – Table 15 2016/17 380 543 923

AMR (2017/18) – Table 16 2017/18 437 437 1,784

Actual Delivery 759 -100 728 329 486 2,202

Difference (Projected ‘Year 1’ figure – Actual) -356 411 -475 51 -49 -418

‘Optimism Bias’ -19%

Haringey
AMR (2013/14) – Appendix B 2013/14 1,213 1,577 1,507 2,041 1,748 8,086

AMR (2014/15) – Appendix B 2014/15 544 775 1,091 2,325 4,735

AMR (2015/16) – Appendix B 2015/16 1,040 1,070 2,304 4,414

AMR (2016/17) – Appendix B 2016/17 1,340 1,532 2,872

AMR (2017/18) – Appendix B 2017/18 1,662 1,662 5,799

Actual Delivery 399 487 784 1,106 568 3,284

Difference (Projected ‘Year 1’ figure – Actual) 874 57 256 234 1,094 2,515

‘Optimism Bias’ 77%

Hounslow
AMR (2013/14) - Table 2.2 2013/14 885 1,276 1,157 878 983 5,179

~
AMR (2014/15) – Graph 2.3 2014/15 1,129 875 913 1,079 3,996

AMR (2015/16) – Graph 2.3 2015/16 741 880 973 2,594

AMR (2016/17) – Figure 2.3 2016/17 845 1,765 2,610

AMR (2017/18) – Figure 2.3 2017/18 1,215 1,215 4,815

Actual Delivery 1,232 594 1,212 937 1,103 5,078

Difference (Projected ‘Year 1’ figure – Actual) -347 535 -471 -92 112 -263

‘Optimism Bias’ -5%

Kensington and Chelsea
Monitoring Report 14: Figure 10 2013/14 648 948 1,196 1,128 1,088 5,008

~
Monitoring Report 15: Appendix P 2014/15 377 304 627 1243 2,551

Monitoring Report 16: Appendix R 2015/16 388 410 1191 1,989

Monitoring Report 17: Appendix Q 2016/17 507 435 942

Monitoring Report 18: Figure 6.7 2017/18 266 266 2,186

Actual Delivery 911 365 319 397 115 2,107

Difference (Projected ‘Year 1’ figure – Actual) -263 12 69 110 151 79

‘Optimism Bias’ 4%

Lambeth
Housing Implementation Strategy 
(Mar 2015) - Table 3 2013/14 1,733 1,268 1,475 1,946 2,178 8,600

Housing Implementation Strategy 
(Nov 2015) – Table 3 2014/15 1,208 1,359 1,465 1,930 5,962

Housing Implementation Strategy 
(2016) – Table 3 2015/16 1,685 2,099 2,124 5,908

Housing Implementation Strategy 
(2017) – Table 3 2016/17 1,882 1,583 3,465

Housing Implementation Strategy 
(2018) – Table 3 2017/18 1,467 1,467 7,975

Actual Delivery 2,065 2,811 1,135 1,360 1,219 8,590

Difference (Projected ‘Year 1’ figure – Actual) -332 -1,603 550 522 248 -615

‘Optimism Bias’ -7%



Source Year of 
Projection

Year of Delivery Total Expected 
Delivery Across Period

Total ‘Year 1’ 
Projected Delivery 

2014/15 2015/16 2016/17 2017/18 2018/19

Lambeth
Housing Implementation Strategy 
(Mar 2015) - Table 3 2013/14 1,733 1,268 1,475 1,946 2,178 8,600

Housing Implementation Strategy 
(Nov 2015) – Table 3 2014/15 1,208 1,359 1,465 1,930 5,962

Housing Implementation Strategy 
(2016) – Table 3 2015/16 1,685 2,099 2,124 5,908

Housing Implementation Strategy 
(2017) – Table 3 2016/17 1,882 1,583 3,465

Housing Implementation Strategy 
(2018) – Table 3 2017/18 1,467 1,467 7,975

Actual Delivery 2,065 2,811 1,135 1,360 1,219 8,590

Difference (Projected ‘Year 1’ figure – Actual) -332 -1,603 550 522 248 -615

‘Optimism Bias’ -7%

Lewisham
AMR (2013/14) - Table 3.9 2013/14 1,334 1,355 2,047 1,396 1,368 7,500

AMR (2014/15) – Table 3.2 2014/15 2,295 1,940 1,908 1,369 7,512

AMR (2015/16) – Table 3.6 2015/16 2,255 1,887 1,538 5,680

AMR (2016/17) – Table 3.7 2016/17 1,060 1,582 2,642

AMR (2017/18) – Table 3.10 2017/18 2,405 2,405 9,349

Actual Delivery 1,309 1,444 2,063 424 1,628 6,868

Difference (Projected ‘Year 1’ figure – Actual) 25 851 192 636 777 2,481

‘Optimism Bias’ 36%

Merton
AMR (2013/14) - Figure 4.5 2013/14 372 442 444 446 447 2,151

AMR (2014/15) – Table 4.2 2014/15 466 481 489 406 1,842

AMR (2015/16) – Table 4.2 2015/16 506 760 511 1,777

AMR (2016/17) – Table 4.2 2016/17 582 530 1,112

AMR (2017/18) – Graph 4.4 2017/18 479 479 2,405

Actual Delivery 468 697 372 606 273 2,416

Difference (Projected ‘Year 1’ figure – Actual) -96 -231 134 -24 206 -11

‘Optimism Bias’ -0.46%

Wandsworth
AMR (2013/14) – Figure 6.3 2013/14 1,039 1,454 2,355 3,083 1,852 9,783

AMR (2014/15) – Housing Supply 
Summary and Trajectory 2014/15 2,300 2,832 1,885 3,262 10,279

AMR (2015/16) – Housing Supply 
Summary and Trajectory 2015/16 2,708 1,811 2,206 6,725

AMR (2016/17) – Housing Supply 
Summary and Trajectory 2016/17 1,389 2,393 3,782

AMR (2017/18) – Housing Supply 
Summary and Trajectory 2017/18 2,304 2,304 9,740

Actual Delivery 1,102 3,142 2,767 2,051 1,913 10,975

Difference (Projected ‘Year 1’ figure – Actual) -63 -842 -59 -662 391 -1,235

‘Optimism Bias’ -11%



Source Year of 
Projection

Year of Delivery Total Expected 
Delivery Across Period

Total ‘Year 1’ 
Projected Delivery 

2014/15 2015/16 2016/17 2017/18 2018/19

Barking and Dagenham
Housing Trajectory (2013/14) 2013/14 1,125 1,184 1,151 1,538 1,528 6,526

Housing Trajectory (2014/15) – 
Appendix 1 2014/15 1,085 700 1,326 2,052 5,163

Housing Trajectory (2015/16) – 
Appendix 1 2015/16 1,257 793 1,242 3,292

Housing Trajectory (2016/17) – 
Appendix 1 2016/17 1,109 1,242 2,351

No Data 2017/18 ? ? 4576

Actual Delivery 569 503 566 600 n/a 2,238

Difference (Projected ‘Year 1’ figure – Actual) 556 582 691 509 n/a 2,338

‘Optimism Bias’ 104%

Barnet
AMR (2012/13) - Table 5 2013/14 961 1,376 1,563 1,536 2,043 7,479

No Data 2014/15 ? ? ? ? ?

AMR (2015/16) – Appendix D 2015/16 3,154 3,135 3,521 9,810

AMR (2016/17) – Appendix D 2016/17 2,190 3581 5,771

AMR (2017/18) – Appendix D 2017/18 2,292 2,292 8,597

Actual Delivery 1,087 n/a 2,269 2,149 2,209 7,863

Difference (Projected ‘Year 1’ figure – Actual) -126 n/a 885 41 83 734

‘Optimism Bias’ 9%

Brent
AMR (2013/14) – Appendix 1 2013/14 1,214 1,615 1,823 1,623 1,326 7,600

No Data 2014/15 ? ? ? ? ?

AMR (2015/16) – Page 37 2015/16 1,973 1,890 1,921 5,784

AMR (2016/17) – Page 38 2016/17 1,780 1,978 3,758

AMR (2017/18) – Page 40 2017/18 1,815 1,815 6,782

Actual Delivery 1,668 n/a 2,957 1,910 1,741 8,276

Difference (Projected ‘Year 1’ figure – Actual) -454 n/a -984 -130 74 -1,494

‘Optimism Bias’ -18%

Greenwich
AMR (2013/14) – Appendix 1 2013/14 3,236 3,299 3,347 3,424 2,738 16,044

No Data 2014/15 ? ? ? ? ?

No Data 2015/16 ? ? ? ?

AMR (2016/17) – Table 1 2016/17 2,735 3,336 6,071

AMR (2017/18) –Figure 1 2017/18 2,696 2,696 8,667

Actual Delivery 1,493 n/a n/a 1,703 1,514 8,777

Difference (Projected ‘Year 1’ figure – Actual) 1,743 n/a n/a 1,032 1,182 -110

‘Optimism Bias’ -1%

Hackney
No Data 2013/14 ? ? ? ? ? ?

No Data 2014/15 ? ? ? ? ?

AMR (2016/17) – Figure 5.7 2015/16 1,864 2,260 2,334 6,458

AMR (2016/17) – Figure 5.9 2016/17 2,440 1,187 3,627

AMR (2017/18) – Figure 5.4 2017/18 1,032 1,032 5,336

Actual Delivery n/a n/a 1,301 1,207 1,522 4,040

Difference (Projected ‘Year 1’ figure – Actual) n/a n/a 563 1,233 -490 1,306

‘Optimism Bias’ 32%

LPAs with 3-4 Years data



Source Year of 
Projection

Year of Delivery Total Expected 
Delivery Across Period

Total ‘Year 1’ 
Projected Delivery 

2014/15 2015/16 2016/17 2017/18 2018/19

Hammersmith and Fulham
AMR (2013/14) – Figure 3 2013/14 2,781 1,673 1,508 1,513 1,206 8,681

AMR (2014/15) – Figure 3 2014/15 1,030 1,082 1,172 1,079 4,363

AMR (2014/15) – Graph 1 2015/16 1,594 1,569 1,557 4,720

No Data 2016/17 ? ? ?

No Data 2017/18 ? ? 5,405

Actual Delivery 254 1,044 n/a n/a ~
2,824

7,863

Difference (Projected ‘Year 1’ figure – Actual) 776 550 n/a n/a 2,581

‘Optimism Bias’ 91%

Kingston upon Thames
AMR (2014) - Table 2 2013/14 848 502 671 1,231 707 3,959

AMR (2014/15) – Table 2 2014/15 954 643 1,070 1,354 4,021

AMR (2015/16) – Page 73 2015/16 275 1,255 405 1,935

AMR (2016/17) – Table 2 2016/17 1,201 637 1,838

No Data 2017/18 ? ? 3,278

Actual Delivery 608 365 319 397 n/a 1689

Difference (Projected ‘Year 1’ figure – Actual) 240 589 -44 804 n/a 1,589

‘Optimism Bias’ 94%

Redbridge
No Data 2013/14 ? ? ? ? ? ?

Signs of Success – Redbridge 
Monitering Report (2013/14) - 
Figure 21 

2014/15 917 1,511 2,240 2,019 6,687

No Data 2015/16 ? ? ? ?

CED053 (updated phase 1 sites 
and figure 12 housing trajectory 
oct 2017)

2016/17 1,350 1,994 3,344

AMR (2017/18) – Figure 4.1 2017/18 962 962 3,229

Actual Delivery n/a 531 n/a 481 764 1,776

Difference (Projected ‘Year 1’ figure – Actual) n/a 386 n/a 869 198 1,453

‘Optimism Bias’ 82%

Sutton
No Data 2013/14 ? ? ? ? ? ?

No Data 2014/15 ? ? ? ? ?

AMR 15/16 – Figure 4.4 2015/16 661 653 636 1,950

AMR 16/17 – Figure 4.4 2016/17 699 624 1,323

AMR 17/18 – Figure 4.4 2017/18 950 950 2,310

Actual Delivery n/a n/a 831 600 575 2,006

Difference (Projected ‘Year 1’ figure – Actual) n/a n/a -170 99 375 304

‘Optimism Bias’ 15%

Westminster
No Data 2013/14 ? ? ? ? ? ?

No Data 2014/15 ? ? ? ? ?

5-15 Year Housing Supply Schedule 
2016 (Net units) 2015/16 646 1,529 4,970 7,145

5-15 Year Housing Supply Schedule 
2017 (Net units) 2016/17 1,413 3,419 4,832

5-15 Year Housing Supply Schedule 
2018 (Net units) 2017/18 2,095 2,095 4,154

Actual Delivery n/a n/a 1,521 779 803
~

3,103

Difference (Projected ‘Year 1’ figure – Actual) n/a n/a -875 634 1,292 1,051

‘Optimism Bias’ 34%



Source Year of 
Projection

Year of Delivery Total Expected 
Delivery Across Period

Total ‘Year 1’ 
Projected Delivery 

2014/15 2015/16 2016/17 2017/18 2018/19

Camden
No Data 2013/14 ? ? ? ? ? ?

No Data 2014/15 ? ? ? ? ?

No Data 2015/16 ? ? ? ?

No Data 2016/17 ? ? ?

AMR (2017/18) – Table 6 2017/18 465 465 465

Actual Delivery n/a n/a n/a n/a 827 827

Difference (Projected ‘Year 1’ figure – Actual) n/a n/a n/a n/a -362 -362

‘Optimism Bias’ -44%

Ealing
AMR (2013/14) – Table 2.2 2013/14 910 1322 1354 1376 1393 6355

No Data 2014/15 ? ? ? ? ?

No Data 2015/16 ? ? ? ?

No Data 2016/17 ? ? ?

No Data 2017/18 ? ? 910

Actual Delivery 462 n/a n/a n/a n/a 462

Difference (Projected ‘Year 1’ figure – Actual) 448 n/a n/a n/a n/a 448

‘Optimism Bias’ 97%

Enfield
No Data 2013/14 ? ? ? ? ? ?

Monitoring Report and Housing 
Trajectory 2015 – Figure 1 2014/15 913 592 707 1,319 3,531

Monitoring Report and Housing 
Trajectory 2016 – Appendix 2 2015/16 799 851 859 2,509

No Data 2016/17 ? ? ?

No Data 2017/18 ? ? 1,712

Actual Delivery n/a 389 1,177 n/a n/a 1,566

Difference (Projected ‘Year 1’ figure – Actual) n/a 524 -378 n/a n/a 146

‘Optimism Bias’ 9%

Harrow
No Data 2013/14 ? ? ? ? ? ?

No Data 2014/15 ? ? ? ? ?

No Data 2015/16 ? ? ? ?

AMR (2016/17) – Appendix B 2016/17 563 1,734 2,297

No Data 2017/18 ? ? 563

Actual Delivery n/a n/a n/a 1099 n/a
~

1,099

Difference (Projected ‘Year 1’ figure – Actual) n/a n/a n/a -536 n/a -536

‘Optimism Bias’ -49%

Havering
AMR (13/14) – Appendix IV 2013/14 633 1215 1301 979 808 4936

AMR (14/15) – Page 60 2014/15 1,582 979 905 791 4257

No Data 2015/16 ? ? ? ?

No Data 2016/17 ? ? ?

No Data 2017/18 ? ? 2,215

Actual Delivery 701 1,560 n/a n/a n/a 2,261

Difference (Projected ‘Year 1’ figure – Actual) -68 22 n/a n/a n/a -46

‘Optimism Bias’ -2%

LPAs with 1-2 Years data



Source Year of 
Projection

Year of Delivery Total Expected 
Delivery Across Period

Total ‘Year 1’ 
Projected Delivery 

2014/15 2015/16 2016/17 2017/18 2018/19

Hillingdon
No Data 2013/14 ? ? ? ? ? ?

No Data 2014/15 ? ? ? ? ?

No Data 2015/16 ? ? ? ?

5YHLS 2017/18 – Appendix 2 2016/17 678 880 1,558

5YHLS 2018/19 – Appendix 2 2017/18 860 860 1,538

Actual Delivery n/a n/a n/a 922 957 1,879

Difference (Projected ‘Year 1’ figure – Actual) n/a n/a n/a -244 -97 -341

‘Optimism Bias’ -18%

Islington
No Data 2013/14 ? ? ? ? ? ?

No Data 2014/15 ? ? ? ? ?

AMR (2015) – Table 5.4 2015/16 1,648 2,540 790 4,978

No Data 2016/17 ? ? ?

AMR (2016/18) – Table 4.5 2017/18 1,299 1,299 2,947

Actual Delivery n/a n/a 1,435 n/a 916 2,351

Difference (Projected ‘Year 1’ figure – Actual) n/a n/a 213 n/a 383 596

‘Optimism Bias’ 25%

Newham
No Data 2013/14 ? ? ? ? ? ?

No Data 2014/15 ? ? ? ? ?

No Data 2015/16 ? ? ? ?

No Data 2016/17 ? ? ?

AMR Housing Monitoring Bulletin 
(Sep 2019) – Table 3 2017/18 1,964 1,964 1,964

Actual Delivery n/a n/a n/a n/a 2,505
~

2,505

Difference (Projected ‘Year 1’ figure – Actual) n/a n/a n/a n/a -541 -541

‘Optimism Bias’ -22%

Richmond upon Thames
No Data 2013/14 ? ? ? ? ? ?

No Data 2014/15 ? ? ? ? ?

No Data 2015/16 ? ? ? ?

No Data 2016/17 ? ? ?

Housing Trajectory and Summary 
Tables (2017/18) 2017/18 381 381 381

Actual Delivery n/a n/a n/a n/a 423 423

Difference (Projected ‘Year 1’ figure – Actual) n/a n/a n/a n/a -42 -42

‘Optimism Bias’ -10%

Tower Hamlets
No Data 2013/14 ? ? ? ? ? ?

No Data 2014/15 ? ? ? ? ?

No Data 2015/16 ? ? ? ?

Monitoring Report (2016/17) – Table 3 2016/17 3,438 2,608 6,046

No Data 2017/18 ? ? 3,438

Actual Delivery n/a n/a n/a 1,936 n/a 1,936

Difference (Projected ‘Year 1’ figure – Actual) n/a n/a n/a 1,502 n/a 1,502

‘Optimism Bias’ 78%



Source Year of 
Projection

Year of Delivery Total Expected 
Delivery Across Period

Total ‘Year 1’ 
Projected Delivery 

2014/15 2015/16 2016/17 2017/18 2018/19

Waltham Forest
AMR (2014) – Page 49 2013/14 1,120 832 864 742 869 4,427

AMR (2015) – Page 51 2014/15 1,203 927 1,145 2,577 5,852

No Data 2015/16 ? ? ? ?

No Data 2016/17 ? ? ?

No Data 2017/18 ? ? 2,323

Actual Delivery 688 875 n/a n/a n/a 1,563

Difference (Projected ‘Year 1’ figure – Actual) 432 328 n/a n/a n/a 760

‘Optimism Bias’ 49%



What makes us different? We’re not 
just independent but independent-
minded. We’re always prepared to 
take a view. But we always do that 
for the right reasons – we want 
to help our clients make the best 
possible decisions.
We have an energetic entrepreneurial culture that means we can 
respond quickly and intelligently to change, and our distinctive 
collaborative approach brings together all the different disciplines  
to work faster, smarter, and harder on our clients’ behalf.

Sharing our knowledge
We are a leading voice in the development industry, 
and no-one is better connected across the sector. We 
work closely with government and leading business 
and property organisations, sharing our knowledge 
and helping to shape policy for the future.

Publishing market intelligence
We are at the forefront of market analysis and we 
track government policy and legislation so we can 
give fresh insight to our clients. Our Think Tank is 
a catalyst for industry-leading thinking on planning 
and development. 

Read more
You can read more of our research and insight at 
lichfields.uk 
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