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London Tenants Federation – 2751 - M18 – Housing Strategy  

Will the housing policies achieve the good growth objectives in Policies GG1 GG2, GG3 and 
GG4 relating to building strong and healthy communities, making the best use of land, 
creating a healthy city and delivering the homes Londoners need? In particular how will 
the provision of GG4E regarding ambitions and achievable build-out rates be put into 
effect?  Will the provisions of H1 B-F provide and effective strategy context for the 
preparation of local plans and neighbourhood plans?  

No 

• We have already noted our concern (in response to M9) that GG1 doesn’t even 
acknowledge the importance of having a range of types of homes, particularly with 
sufficient levels low cost / social rented homes, as an essential element of creating 
strong, stable and inclusive communities.  

• The housing chapter fails to set out a clear strategy for meeting London’s backlog of 
need for social rented homes in 10 years (as highlighted in our response to M17) which 
means good growth will not be delivered.  

• It provides a wrong focus on delivery of housing regardless of type of housing and 
evidence of need (particularly for low cost / social rented homes).  This is likely to 
continue to deliver the wrong type of growth, including transience rather than stable 
and sustainable communities comprising households that have a long-term interest in 
their neighbourhoods. 

• We are concerned that the Mayor’s ‘50% affordable housing’ target with only 15% 
defined as social rented, 15% intermediate and 20% left at the discretion of the 
boroughs will result in a continued increase in backlog of need for social rented home. 
We fear the result will be what we have called the Waltham Forest effect. This is high 
delivery of intermediate rather than the social rented homes that we desperately need. 
Indeed, in respect of Waltham Forest, over the three-year period 2014-2017, the 
borough delivered 49% ‘affordable homes’ coming top in the LTF’s ‘affordable homes’ 
league table (see page 2); just about meeting the Mayor’s 50% housing target. 
However, the borough came 9th from the bottom of our social rented league table, - 
with only 1% of the net homes delivered in the borough being low cost / social rented 
homes – (see page 3) 

• We feel delivery of limited amounts of family sized homes in favour of delivering very 
high numbers of one- and two-bedroom homes will likely create an unnatural 
exclusion of, or limited numbers of, children and young people in some, particularly 
new neighbourhoods. It will also result in increased levels of overcrowding, which 
occurs at much higher rates in borough with high levels of poverty. This cannot be 
deemed ‘good growth’.  

• Regarding GG3(a) - wider determinants of health and reducing health inequalities. To 
address this issue would require a reduction in levels of poverty (much of which occurs 
as a result of housing costs – particularly due to inadequate levels of low cost / social 
rented homes), poor-quality housing, homelessness and overcrowding. Again, without 
a clear strategy to deal with the massive 163,000 backlog of need for low cost / social 
rented homes, we could be looking at even higher levels of poverty, homelessness and 
overcrowding impacting detrimentally on the physical and mental health of low-
income households.    

• Making best use of land should entail support for the development of homes that will 
deliver sustainable communities and lifetime neighbourhoods. This means building 
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carefully on existing communities and providing: good quality community 
involvement in decision-making, housing that meets the needs of all communities 
regardless of age and income and provides sufficient jobs, social and community 
infrastructure, shops, green and play spaces to facilitate most needs being met locally. 
This would help to keep a focus on reducing travel rather than on the need to travel.   

• We continue to have grave concerns about the focus on high density market housing 
development being connected to high PTALs; explicit in this chapter.  

LTF’s league table best to worst boroughs for delivering ‘affordable homes’ 2014-17 

Delivery  All housing types Affordable homes % of homes affordable  
Waltham Forest  2543 1258 49 
Havering 2786 1062 38 
Haringey 1610 571 35 
Tower Hamlets 8777 2871 33 
Barking & Dagenham 1638 514 31 
Hounslow 3038 879 29 
Greenwich 5560 1521 27 
Croydon 5999 1352 23 
Newham 6405 1413 22 
Bexley 1387 297 21 
Enfield 2185 456 21 
Lewisham 4816 958 20 
Barnet 5183 1019 20 
Ealing 3477 598 17 
Brent 6074 1039 17 
Merton 1537 242 16 
Wandsworth 7011 1041 15 
Hackney 4800 710 15 
Southwark  6028 781 13 
Islington  4220 544 13 
Sutton  1611 199 12 
Kingston Upon Thames 1200 140 12 
Lambeth 6011 688 11 
H & Fulham 2824 317 11 
Richmond upon Thames 1302 145 11 
Redbridge  1406 155 11 
Westminster  3498 384 11 
K & Chelsea 1344 143 11 
Hillingdon 2714 263 10 
Camden 4261 385 9 
Harrow 1417 5 0 
City of London  200 0 0 
Bromley 2108 -5 0 
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LTF’s best to worst borough league table for delivery of social rented homes 2014-17 

Delivery  All housing types SR  % SR 
Greenwich 5560 861 15 
Havering 2786 395 14 
Tower Hamlets 8777 1204 14 
Hounslow 3038 384 13 
Lewisham 4816 508 11 
Richmond upon Thames 1302 124 10 
Islington  4220 396 9 
Newham 6405 580 9 
Ealing 3477 310 9 
Haringey 1610 141 9 
Barnet 5183 431 8 
Sutton  1611 132 8 
Brent 6074 494 8 
Croydon 5999 361 6 
Westminster  3498 176 5 
Merton 1537 71 5 
Hillingdon 2714 118 4 
Kingston Upon Thames 1200 43 4 
K & Chelsea 1344 46 3 
Wandsworth 7011 238 3 
Camden 4261 130 3 
Enfield 2185 44 2 
Redbridge  1406 20 1 
Southwark  6028 84 1 
Waltham Forest  2543 24 1 
Barking & Dagenham 1638 14 1 
H & Fulham 2824 21 1 
City of London  200 0 0 
Lambeth 6011 -43 -1 
Hackney 4800 -71 -1 
Bromley 2108 -78 -4 
Harrow 1417 -171 -12 
Bexley 1387 -274 -20 

 

 

 


