
 
Examination in Public of the draft London Plan: Written submission by 
CPRE London (1142) to the EIP Panel, December 2018 

MEETING HOUSING NEEDS: AFFORDABLE HOUSING 

Matter 24: Would policies H5 to H8 provide a justified and effective approach to delivering 
affordable housing to meet the good growth objectives set out in Policy GG4? Overall, would 
they provide an effective strategic framework for the preparation of local plans and 
neighbourhood plans in relation to affordable housing? In particular, in relation to each 
policy:  

Policy H5 Delivering Affordable Housing a) Would the definition of ‘genuinely affordable 
housing’ and the Mayor’s ‘preferred affordable housing tenures’, include the affordable 
homes needed? b) Would the strategic target of 50% of all new homes to be genuinely 
affordable be justified in light of the identified need? c) In requiring major developments 
which trigger affordable housing requirements to provide affordable housing through the 
threshold approach, would the policy be effective in delivering the quantum of affordable 
housing required? d) Would the approach to affordable housing providers, public sector land 
and industrial land be justified and effective? e) In requiring on site affordable housing 
generally, would the policy provide adequate flexibility to take account of local 
circumstances? f) Does the approach taken in Policy H5 provide sufficient flexibility to take 
account of local circumstances? g) Overall, would the policy be effective in delivering the 
affordable homes needed? 

1. CPRE London broadly supports the approach to affordable housing provision set out in the 
draft Plan.  There is an overwhelming need for affordable housing to meet existing and future 
needs in London and proposed policies in the plan, if strongly enforced, should help address these 
needs.  Unless significant steps are taken towards tackling the affordable housing crisis in London 
the Mayor’s call for a ‘City for all Londoners’ will be seen simply as an empty slogan and the 
objectives of Policy GG4 would not be achieved. 

2. The 2017 London Strategic Housing Market Assessment (SHMA) identified that 65% of 
London’s housing need is for affordable homes.1 In light of this assessment, we consider a 50% 
strategic target for affordable housing delivery across the Capital to be justified and necessary. 
Indeed, an even higher target would be desirable, considering the scale of identified need. 
However, we recognise that the Mayor must consider how much affordable housing is realistically 
deliverable through the planning system. Provided that the 50% target is firmly enforced, it 
should result in a significant improvement in affordable housing delivery in London, especially 

                                                           
1 The 2017 London Strategic Housing Market Assessment. 
https://www.london.gov.uk/sites/default/files/london_shma_2017.pdf  

https://www.london.gov.uk/sites/default/files/london_shma_2017.pdf


when compared to the 21.3% of housing completions that met the Government’s definition of 
affordable nationally in 2017/18.2  
 
3. We recommend that the strategic target be reviewed sooner than 2021, as currently 
proposed, with an eventual view to raising it to 65% of all new homes, in line with the identified 
need in the 2017 SHMA.  Ideally, we believe the strategic target for affordable housing in Policy 
H5 should be increased from 50 to 60%, with the target in A 4) increased to 60% and the target in 
A 5) to 70%.  
 
4. CPRE understands the rationale behind the use of the term ‘genuinely affordable’ in Policy 
H5, to distinguish these homes from some other types of tenure which fall within the very broad 
definition of ‘affordable housing’ in the Glossary of the National Planning Policy Framework 2018. 
However, the relationship between the Mayor’s ‘genuinely affordable housing’ and ‘affordable 
housing’ in national planning policy could be spelled out more clearly in the text of Policy H5. For 
example, it would be useful to distinguish here between ‘London Affordable Rent’(LAR) and the 
Government’s national ‘Affordable Rent’. This is set out in Policy H7 and paragraph 4.7.4, but it 
would be helpful to draw the distinction up front.  

5. We are pleased to see the emphasis given to on-site provision in Policy H5B, and the 
statement in paragraph 4.5.4 that ‘the delivery of overall housing targets should not be relied on 
as a reason for reducing affordable housing delivery or other policy requirements … In previous 
years where there has been a relaxation in affordable housing and other planning requirements 
this has typically led to higher land values, rather than in increase in housing delivery.’ We hope 
that the Mayor will take a robust approach to enforcing affordable housing targets, and be 
prepared to call in and reject planning applications for schemes which are not policy compliant.  
 
Policy H6 Threshold Approach to Applications a) Would the threshold approach to viability, 
with a fast track route and viability tested route, as set out in policy H6, be justified and 
effective? Would the threshold level of affordable housing as set out in Policy H6B be 
justified and effective? b) Would it provide a framework to increase delivery of affordable 
homes to meet the full range of identified need? c) Would the approach taken to scheme 
amendments be effective in increasing delivery of affordable homes? d) Would the approach 
taken to determining benchmark land value be justified? e) Would the requirement to seek 
grants to increase the level of affordable housing to access the fast track route be effective 
in increasing speed of delivery? f) Would the review mechanism as set out in Policy H6E2 be 
justified and effective in increasing delivery?  

6. We broadly support the threshold approach to determining planning applications. 
However, if the threshold for most market-led schemes to be fast-tracked through the planning 
system is set at 35%, and the overall strategic target for affordable housing provision remains at 
50%, the Mayor will need to be confident that boroughs and affordable housing providers can and 
will deliver developments with a significantly higher proportion of affordable homes, to have any 
hope of meeting the strategic target. We recommend that the London Plan should set out more 
                                                           
2 47,355 of 222,194 additional dwellings in 2017/18 were affordable. See MHCLG Live Tables 120 and 1000, 
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/756093/Live_Tabl
e_120.xls; 
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/758193/Live_Tabl
e_1000.xlsx.   

https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/756093/Live_Table_120.xls
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/756093/Live_Table_120.xls
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/758193/Live_Table_1000.xlsx
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/758193/Live_Table_1000.xlsx


clearly how the Mayor expects the 50% target to be met, in light of the lower threshold for the 
Fast Track Route.   
 
7. We strongly support the application of a higher threshold for developments on public land 
and appropriate industrial sites. We hope that it will be accompanied by a concerted push by the 
Mayor, working in partnership with public sector landowners, to bring forward schemes which 
make the best use of public land (particularly brownfield sites) and provide a high level of 
affordable housing.   
 
8. We support the use of the Existing Use Value Plus approach to determining land values for 
the purposes of viability assessment as set out in paragraph 4.6.11. This would ensure that the 
London Plan approach is in line with national planning policy and the Planning Practice Guidance 
on Viability, and should help to avoid speculative land values being ‘baked in’ to the system. We 
recommend that the reference to an alternative approach be removed from the final version of 
the Plan. Even though the text stresses that these should only be considered in ‘exceptional 
circumstances’, we are concerned that it might leave the door ajar for the system to be 
exploited.  
 
9. In line with our comments on the strategic target above, we also believe that the 35% 
threshold should be reviewed sooner than 2021, as currently proposed.  Ideally,in view of the 
scale of need, we believe that Policy H6 B 1) should set the threshold level of affordable housing 
initially at a minimum of 50%, with 2) and 3) increased to 65%.  
 
Policy H7 Affordable Housing Tenure a) Would Policy H7 be effective in delivering the tenure 
of affordable housing to meet the objectives of Policy GG4? b) In light of the identified need 
for low cost rental homes, would the split of affordable products in this policy be justified 
and effective? Would it provide sufficiently for boroughs to determine tenure locally to 
meet local needs and reflect local circumstances? c) Would the preferred affordable housing 
tenures be justified and effective in meeting identified need? d) Would the mechanism for 
review of the preferred tenures through supplementary planning guidance in 2021 be 
justified and effective?  

10. We approve of the range of sub-market tenures being proposed in Policy H7, and recognise 
that different options will be appropriate for different groups of Londoners. The most pressing 
need, however, is for homes for social rent and LAR. Last year’s figures for affordable housing 
starts funded by the GLA reveal that 2,826 homes out of a total of 12,526 were for social rent or 
LAR (23%),while 6688 were for Living Rent or Shared Ownership (53%) and 2,973 (24%) being other 
forms of affordable rent which fall outside of the three ‘genuinely affordable’ categories in the 
plan.3 The percentages of different types of affordable housing must be rebalanced in favour of 
low cost rented homes if London is to meet the needs of its most vulnerable households.  

11. We recognise that the Mayor’s power to direct the tenure mix within the overall quotas for 
affordable housing is limited to some extent by the distribution of national funding. However, we 
believe that the Mayor should encourage boroughs to set higher targets for social rent and LAR 

                                                           
3 GLA Housing Starts on Site and Completions, to end of March 2018. 
 https://www.london.gov.uk/sites/default/files/affordable_housing_starts_and_completions_-
_end_of_march_2018.pdf  

https://www.london.gov.uk/sites/default/files/affordable_housing_starts_and_completions_-_end_of_march_2018.pdf
https://www.london.gov.uk/sites/default/files/affordable_housing_starts_and_completions_-_end_of_march_2018.pdf


homes than the 30% minimum in Policy H7A1, and that ambitious social rent building programmes 
should be prioritised when allocating grant funding. 
 
12. Taking account of the comments above, CPRE London broadly supports the draft Plan’s 
approach to affordable housing tenure.  In line with our comments above, we believe that the 
targets in Policy H7 should be reviewed sooner than 2021.  In the long run, given the 
overwhelming need for low cost rent accommodation, we believe that Policy H7 should ideally 
require that a minimum of 50% of affordable housing should be for social/genuinely affordable 
rent, with other proportions adjusted accordingly. 
 
Policy H8 Monitoring Affordable Housing a) Would Policy H8 provide an effective framework 
for boroughs to monitor affordable housing? 

13. Given the serious need for more genuinely affordable housing, CPRE London believes it is 
vital that effective, consistent and publicly accessible monitoring systems are in place at the 
borough level.  This is particularly important to keep track of cash in lieu payments to ensure that 
policy intentions are not undermined.  

CPRE London,  
December 2018 

 
 

 

 


