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Matter 24: Affordable Housing 
 
M24. 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? 
 
The London Assembly notes the ambitious goal of increasing to 50 per cent the proportion 
of all new homes which are affordable.  It also notes that the current Strategic Housing 
Market Assessment 2017 indicates a need for almost two thirds (65 per cent) of homes to 
be affordable. 

Whether or not the policies, as set out, will deliver is also in question: 

• In recent years London has never delivered enough affordable homes with the 
levers it has, yet the Plan sets out a requirement for a significant hike in delivery 

• The Mayor has limited influence over the use of non-GLA public land to boost 
affordable delivery, and 

• The Mayor’s preferred affordable products may not meet the identified need. 

 

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? 

 

The SHMA sets out a need for 65 per cent of new homes to be affordable.  The Assembly 
therefore notes the Mayor’s strategic target to deliver half of all homes as affordable. 

The Assembly would also like to see text added to Policy H5 to say, “The 50% strategic 
target will be reviewed in 2021 and if appropriate amended through Supplementary 
Planning Guidance”, to ensure that the amount of affordable housing needed is delivered 
over the plan period. 



The Mayor’s definition of ‘genuinely affordable housing’ no doubt includes many of the 

affordable homes needed.  However, ‘London Affordable Rent’ homes are more expensive 
than existing social rents, although this is in part because rents for new homes will be more 
expensive than those for older stock. ‘Affordable Rents’ are more expensive again.  The 
SHMA allocated households to intermediate tenures if they can afford more than the 
London Affordable Rent levels, but does not make a distinction within the category of ‘low-
cost rent’. It is therefore unclear whether homes built for low-cost rent will in fact deliver 
the required number of homes at lower rent levels. 

Moreover, the London Assembly Housing Committee recently heard that even social rent 
levels may be too high for many Londoners.1 

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? 

The benchmark level of 35 per cent affordable, while significantly higher than levels 
achieved in recent years, remains 15 per cent below the proportion committed to.  It may 
be some time, therefore before even the 35 per cent target is achieved.  There is also the 
risk that setting a 35 per cent benchmark level, below the 50 per cent target, will bake in a 
land price which can only deliver 35 per cent affordable in the market. There is, however, 
some evidence that the threshold approach has increased the proportion of affordable 
homes delivered on schemes that the Mayor has called in, which is 34% since May 2016.2 It 
is therefore essential that the threshold be reviewed in 2021 as per paragraph 4.6.4, and 

this should be restored to the policy. 

d) Would the approach to affordable housing providers, public sector land and industrial 
land be justified and effective? 

The London Assembly Housing Committee has heard from a number of strategic delivery 
partners that they are committed to the 60 per cent target for affordable homes across 
their portfolios, as per Policy H5 A 5.  This is welcome news, though most schemes are still 
only in the early stages.  It will be some time before it becomes clear that they can 
successfully deliver on this target.  Given current uncertainty around the wider economy, 
and the housing market specifically, there is a risk that delivery programmes, increasingly 
reliant on cross-subsidy from market products, will be detrimentally affected. 

The Housing Committee has consistently heard from Transport for London (TfL) and its 
delivery partners about the range of obstacles they face in seeking to build 50 per cent 

                                                 
1 See for example the transcript from the London Assembly Housing Committee, 4 Oct 2018 p11 
(https://www.london.gov.uk/moderngov/documents/b17620/Minutes%20-%20Appendix%201%20-
%20Transcript%20of%20Housing%20Associations%20Thursday%2004-Oct-
2018%2014.00%20Housing%20Commi.pdf?T=9) 
2 Response from the Mayor to Mayor’s Question, February 2018, 
https://www.london.gov.uk/questions/2018/0484 



affordable on its many small and constrained sites.3  Public landowners, including TfL, have 

their own strategic targets which may conflict with the Mayor’s aim of maximising 
affordable homes.  There is a significant concern, therefore, that it may be unrealistic to 
deliver as affordable half of all new homes built on London’s public land. 

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? 

Dispensing with the need for a formal viability assessment at application stage (Fast-track 
approach) should, in principle, speed up the planning process, enabling developers to start 
on site more quickly.  However, developers have told the London Assembly Housing 
Committee that the fast-track route incentive is unlikely to determine the level of affordable 
housing proposed on schemes.  And because viability may change with market conditions 
during the development period, reviews may be triggered at a later stage, irrespective of 
initial developer intent.  Consequently, it is not clear that the threshold approach itself will 

be effective in delivering the required quantum of affordable homes. 

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? 

The London Assembly Housing Committee welcomes a mayoral policy stipulation in terms of 
the split of affordable products to be delivered locally.  However, the boroughs will 
determine themselves the mix of 40 per cent of their affordable delivery.  Borough 
resources are stretched and diminishing, especially for planning and housing.4  Facing 

                                                 
3 Homes Down the Track, London Assembly, June 2017 (https://www.london.gov.uk/about-us/london-
assembly/london-assembly-publications/homes-down-track-marathon-and-sprint-tfl) 
4 For example, borough spending on Planning & Development fell by 50 per cent between 2010/11 and 
2017/18 despite an increased number of planning decisions.  Source: The London Intelligence, Centre for 
London, 9 May 2018 (https://www.centreforlondon.org/reader/the-london-intelligence-issue-4/local-
authority-spending/#political-differences) 



challenging local housing delivery targets, some may find it hard to resist pressure from 

developers to permit too many ‘affordable’ homes in tenures or sizes which do not fully 
reflect local need. 

The Housing Committee is particularly concerned that London risks building insufficient 
affordable rented stock.  The SHMA indicates that almost three quarters of affordable need 
(72 per cent) is for low-cost rented homes, rather than intermediate. By contrast, the tenure 
mix set out in H7A sees a minimum of 30% and up to 70% of new affordable homes being of 
intermediate tenure, which means the proportion of low-cost rented homes built may not 
reach the identified need. Additionally, half of the mayor’s funding from the current 
Affordable Homes Programme will be devoted to intermediate homes due to restrictions 
placed on the funding by the Government – partially because more units can be delivered at 
intermediate rates for the same level of grant.  Affordable providers have told the 

committee of the relative difficulty of making the finances for socially-rented homes stack 
up, compared with those for intermediate rented or shared-ownership products.  It is likely 
that private or social developers seeking to build affordable homes will prefer the greater 
financial flexibility and higher and earlier returns offered by affordable homes for London 
Living Rent (LLR – a rent-to-buy product) or shared ownership, over those offered by social 
rented homes.5  And because shared ownership may be preferable to LLR on similar 
grounds, there is a further risk that London may end up not even delivering enough 
intermediate rented homes. The Housing Committee has also heard evidence that 
households moving in to shared ownership homes often have higher than average incomes. 
The GLA evidence we have to date relates to schemes started with some mayoral-funding, 
rather than the overall picture of affordable delivery, but this indicates that where there is a 

choice, providers intend to deliver more than ten times as many homes for shared 
ownership, as for LLR.6  When offered an acceptable quantum of ‘affordable’ homes within 
a new scheme, it may be hard for the boroughs to reject on grounds of detailed affordable 
tenure or bedroom number.   

The London Assembly welcomes the presumption that the 40 per cent to be decided by the 
borough will focus on Social Rent and London Affordable Rent given the level of need for 
this type of tenure across London (4.7.2). Furthermore, the conditions attached to the grant 
funding for affordable homes the Mayor has received from the Government mean that 
funding will only deliver up to 60,000 social rent homes by 2022, so the Plan should require 
a significant contribution to this tenure will be required from private developers too. 

                                                 
5 See for example the transcript from the London Assembly Housing Committee, 4 Oct 2018 pp8-9 
(https://www.london.gov.uk/moderngov/documents/b17620/Minutes%20-%20Appendix%201%20-
%20Transcript%20of%20Housing%20Associations%20Thursday%2004-Oct-
2018%2014.00%20Housing%20Commi.pdf?T=9) 
6 Of the 6,658 LLR/shared ownership homes started in 2017/18, 6,089 (91 per cent) are likely to be for shared 
ownership, compared with 569 for London Living Rent.  Source: Response to Mayor’s Question 2018/2624 
asked by Andrew Boff AM, 19 October 2018 
(http://questions.london.gov.uk/QuestionSearch/searchclient/questions/question_300758) 


