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M24 Affordable Housing 

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?  

 

The definitions do not meet housing need.  The housing products introduced by the 

Mayor (genuinely affordable, London Affordable Rent, London Living Rent, London 

Shared Ownership) further confuse and frustrate the delivery of the social rented homes 

that Londoners most need.   The justification for these terms was very much a response to 

Government housing policy as it was in 2016, when Sadiq Khan was elected Mayor. 

 

However, Government policy has now changed to recognise the need for new social 

rented housing (including council housing).  The above housing products could now be 

withdrawn and the Mayor should renegotiate the Affordable Homes programme so that 

much more of the grant can support social rented housing.  In addition, the London Plan 

needs to set out a definition of social rented housing that is income related.  We suggest 

the definition in the 2004 and 2008 London Plan of no more than 30% of net income for 

the lowest quartile of households. 

 

The Shelter Commission report: A Vision for Social Housing published this week (this 

should be included in the EiP Library) illustrates the changing nature of the debate.  

Given the severity of the housing crisis in London, the London Plan and the Mayor 

should be leading with new policy ideas.  

 

b) Would the strategic target of 50% of all new homes to be genuinely affordable be 

justified in light of the identified need?  

 

We propose that the strategic target should be for social rented homes and set at 62%.  

Following statistics complied by London Tenants Federation, if the backlog of need for 

low cost/social rent was met over 10 years, this would require a total of 40,753 of the 

housing to be low cost/social rent (62% of the total). 

 

Alternatively, if the London Plan continues to use affordable homes the target should be  

65% instead of 50%  based on the SHMA, increasing to at least 70% if a shorter 

timescale is used for meeting the backlog.  

 

The SHMA gives the annual tenure requirements as:- 



23,027 market homes (35% of total), 11,869 intermediate homes (18% of total) and 

30,972 low cost /social rent homes (47% of total) 

 

78% of the backlog is for low cost rented homes and meeting the backlog over a shorter 

timescale than the 25 years proposed would increase the affordable homes target. 

 

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?  

 

This will not be effective and the threshold should be set at the strategic target if 50% 

affordable housing without grant. 

 

The proposed threshold of 35% affordable housing for major developments does not 

specify a minimum proportion of social rented housing.  Sites with Mayoral grant will 

provide at least 50% affordable housing, but again with no proportion for social rented.   

 

 It is unclear how adding together the different targets will achieve the strategic target of 

50% affordable housing.  Certainly, the proportion of social rented homes will be far 

below the 47% identified in the SHMA. 

 

d) Would the approach to affordable housing providers, public sector land and 

industrial land be justified and effective?  

 

Public land ownership is key to the delivery of social rented housing.  With the lifting of 

the HRA cap, if Councils are to achieve council house building programmes they must 

hold onto public land and be able to develop other public land too (Mayoral land, NHS 

land etc).  Selling off NHS estates for developments that provide market led housing is 

short term and misguided and also completely fails to factor in social determinants of 

health.  

 

We suggest that to meet the backlog of housing need, public land should be delivering 

100% affordable housing (social rented).  

 

We do not support the approach to affordable housing on industrial land, given the 

assumption in A4a that industrial capacity will be lost.  Our representations on policies 

E1- E4 and E7 point to the severe impact on jobs and services across London. 

 

Case Study: Haringey  

Currently in Haringey, the Mayor has bought the land at the former St Anne’s Hospital 

NHS site, which the community group StART (St Anne’s Redevelopment Trust) 

campaigned hard to keep in public hands. The Mayor’s plan for this site is due to go out 

to tender shortly.  However, at the moment the Mayor’s plans for this large site include 

plans for shared ownership and rents that are not locally affordable, so that the homes (as 

currently proposed) will be out of the reach of local Haringey residents, many of whom 

are disproportionately BME and migrants.  This is unacceptable and discriminatory.   



 

StART have campaigned for more homes at social rent and have even suggested that this 

land be given or leased to Haringey Council who are looking to build more truly 

affordable homes in one of London’s most deprived boroughs. 

 

This is a good example of where the Mayor has not engaged with the local group arguing 

to keep the land in public ownership and to build homes that will benefit those in most 

need locally. 

 

Further, on the current proposals for this site, the Mayor has not had regard to the 

statutory duty to eliminate race discrimination in housing provision in a borough with a 

large number of BME and migrant residents who are currently not living in decent homes.  

It is well known that Tottenham suffered from riots in 2011 which, although sparked by a 

police shooting of a black man, was symptomatic of anger at great inequality, 

discrimination, marginalisation and poverty in the area. 

 

To put it another way, building more good quality housing for rent at social rents makes 

good financial sense because this aids the prosperity and well-being of disadvantaged / 

discriminated against groups and helps to build the kind of “resilience” that prevents civil 

unrest. 

 

 

e) In requiring on site affordable housing generally, would the policy provide 

adequate flexibility to take account of local circumstances?  

 

We agree that the use of off site affordable housing or cash in lieu contributions should 

be very limited in use.  The policy H5B and text in 4.5.5 and 4.5.6 as they stand provide 

the correct policy steer and give sufficient flexibility.   However, the minor change to 

Policy H6 C1) including the footnote creates a loophole by encouraging off site and in 

lieu payments for small schemes and seems to contradict the above.  It is wrong to 

incentivise no affordable housing on sites where there is high land value leading to a 

segregation of tenure types.   

 

We are concerned that, on the ground, the similar policy in the existing London Plan that 

off site housing should be exceptional has not been enforced.   

 

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?  

The proposed policies are deficient and we suggest amendments to the strategic target, 

the definitions and the use of public sector land as set out above. 

 

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?  

 

The use of viability testing to regulate levels of affordable housing has been to diminish 

the amount delivered and the threshold approach as it stands will not correct this. The 

threshold (B1) should be set at full policy compliance, that is 50% (or higher as we 

propose). B2 and B3 should be amended to 65% or 70%. 

 

These changes would bring the threshold into line with the overall affordable housing 

targets. 

 

b) Would it provide a framework to increase delivery of affordable homes to meet 

the full range of identified need? 

No.  For the reasons given above. 

 

 

c) Would the approach taken to scheme amendments be effective in increasing 

delivery of affordable homes?  

 

All scheme amendments should require a full revised financial appraisal and it needs to 

be stated in the text that financial reviews can lead to an increase in affordable housing.  

The process must be fully transparent and we seek an amendment in order to achieve this. 

 

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?  

No, grants should not be made available to help achieve 35% affordable housing, nor 

should grants be available for intermediate housing products. 

 

f) Would the review mechanism as set out in Policy H6E2 be justified and effective 

in increasing delivery?  

We support the regular use of reviews if their purpose is to ensure maximum public 

benefits from the scheme.  This includes using every opportunity to increase the delivery 

of affordable housing.  However, what we see on the ground is the use of reviews to 

reduce the required amount of affordable/social rented housing.  There needs to be 

monitoring and accountability of the review process. 

 

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?  

 

No.  The targets are set far too low.  Policy GG4 says that developments must support the  

delivery of 50% affordable housing whilst the text speaks forcefully to the lack of supply 

of the homes that Londoners need.  See in particular para 1.4.2 and 1.4.3 



 

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? 

 

The split is not justified or effective as it is likely to decrease further the amount of social 

rented housing.  The provision of low cost rented homes is a London wide strategic need 

which cannot be left to the discretion of the Boroughs.  Housing requirements must be 

considered on a regional and strategic basis – this is the whole point of the Mayor’s role 

as a strategic authority.  The policy leaves a likely outcome for social rented homes at 

only 15% if Boroughs do not include social rent in their 40% (compared with 47% in the 

SHMA).  It could be much lower, given the 15% is social rent or London affordable rent. 

 

The policy assumes Boroughs have a more detailed knowledge of local housing need, but 

this requires a local SHMA, and there is a capacity issue in every Borough undertaking a 

SHMA.  No evidence is provided through an analysis of Borough SHMAs and Local 

Plans to indicate what the Boroughs 40% is going to be made up of.   

 

c) Would the preferred affordable housing tenures be justified and effective in 

meeting identified need?  

 

No.  The descriptions in paragraphs 4.7.3 onwards are deficient and they provide public 

funds to home ownership products, when public funds must prioritise the most urgent 

needs until there is evidence that these needs are being met.   

 

Though we welcome the minor change in para 4.7.3 that reinserts social rent, the 

description in para 4.7.4 is not clear and transparent.  For example, formula rent levels 

can be 50% higher than the rents of existing council tenants. The term “traditional social 

rents “ has been deleted, but in our experience traditional council rents has real meaning 

on the ground and we argue this term should be used in the text.   

 

 

d) Would the mechanism for review of the preferred tenures through 

supplementary planning guidance in 2021 be justified and effective?  

 

If the housing products preferred by the Mayor are not deleted at this opportunity, we 

support a review mechanism leading to policy change through Further Alterations to the 

London Plan, not an SPG.  We note that a minor change deletes the proposed review 

(Policy H6 B). 

 

There is a need for detailed assessments of the tenure products, since who is accessing 

them and at what rent levels is not at all clear.   

 

 

 



Policy H8 Monitoring Affordable Housing  

a) Would Policy H8 provide an effective framework for boroughs to monitor 

affordable housing? 

 

There is a need to monitor gains (and losses) of homes in each rental category.  Most 

important is to have consistent and thorough monitoring of social rent homes which 

simply does not exist at the moment.  The Mayor must gather data and report annually on 

the total stock of social rent dwellings, taking account of Right to Buy sales, transfers 

from Local Authorities to Housing Associations and their disposals, tenancies switched 

from social rents to higher “affordable” levels or to market levels - all of which have an 

impact on the total amount of social rented housing available.   

 

We doubt that Local Authorities have the capacity to monitor properly, for example, the 

difficulty in monitoring the use of cash in lieu payments and monitoring whether a 

development has delivered on the different tenures required by the planning permission.  

The Mayor should provide specialist support to the Boroughs (as with the viability team) 

to ensure that agreed rent levels and tenure mixes are implemented and sustained in the 

long run. 

 

 


