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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? In particular, in relation to each policy:  
 
Policy H5 Delivering Affordable Housing  
 

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?  

 

Expanding upon issues highlighted within the Consultation Draft London Plan Response (CDLPR), LBN 
raise significant concerns regarding the threshold approach as a sweeping method at regional level 
that could inadvertently impede the maximisation of affordable housing, acting as a cap on target 
levels of delivery. Critically, the approach fails to sufficiently account for an individual Borough’s 
current ability to provide affordable housing levels in excess of the 35%. The measurement of 
affordable housing  on a habitable room basis is also opposed, recognising that in Newham greater 
levels of affordable housing delivery can be achieved on a unit basis, given the need in the Borough to 
secure a high proportion of this accommodation as family-sized dwellings. 

 

Firstly, LBN raises concern over the policy’s emphasis on the ability of housing providers, public sector 
land and industrial land to meet higher affordable housing thresholds in general. Whilst we do not 
disagree that affordable housing should be maximised on public assets, there is little justification as to 
why the threshold is lower on non-industrial private land. This will be discussed in more detail in the 
response to M24d. Secondly, it would appear counter productive to only require schemes with 150 or 
more units to evidence they have sought grant funding (as per paragraph 4.6.9) when Policy H6 itself 
requests that all applications following the fast track route demonstrate they have taken into account 
the strategic target and sought grant funding. Whilst smaller schemes are less likely to be eligible for 
grants, this approach appears to place less of an emphasis on schemes under 150 units delivering 
affordable housing in excess of 35%, which could have considerable cumulative impacts. 

 

This reduced emphasis on smaller schemes delivering higher quantum’s of affordable housing is also 
reflected in the incorporation at point H6C1 of the amendment that – where agreed with the Borough 
– small housing developments can follow the fast tack route where they meet the threshold level of 
off-site provision or as an in lieu payment. The policy justification clarifies this should be applied 
where there is no demand from affordable housing providers for a small number of affordable homes. 
However, this runs contrary to the requirements of Policy H5 to provide affordable housing off-site 
only in exceptional circumstances, and where this results in additional affordable homes being 
provided. Whilst recognising the policy wording does provide the Boroughs control in agreeing the 
approach to small site’s viability, this method may not incentivise small sites developers to explore all 
options to provide affordable housing on-site, particularly where Boroughs are not able to test 
assertions around viability through the application process. 

 

To provide a recent example of an application which would be subject to the presumption in favour of 
small sites (as per draft Policy H2), in 2018 Newham approved planning permission for a sustainably 
located 25 unit scheme. The scheme provided 12 affordable units, compromising 6 social rent and 6 
intermediate properties providing a percentage total of 48% affordable housing. Had the small sites 
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presumption and relaxation regarding off-site and cash in lieu payments been in effect, these units 
may not have been able to be delivered on-site within a mixed tenure scheme.  

 

Whilst recognising Policy H6 affords Borough’s control in setting out their approach to affordable 
housing delivery on small housing developments, it remains the case that the policy direction at 
regional level appears to prioritise the delivery of quantum of units on small sites without ensuring a 
quality affordable housing offer aligned with the Mayor’s strategic target to maximise delivery.  

 

More broadly, the Minor Suggested Changes to the Draft London Plan, namely the amendment in 
H7B, would fail to maximise opportunities to provide social/affordable rented housing. Following on 
from our point in the CDLPR that the application of part B should be determined locally, the policy 
allows the applicant flexibility in determining the tenure of affordable housing delivered above the 
35% threshold, allowing developers to prioritise market and intermediate products above 
social/affordable rent properties, given the former’s ability to deliver greater capital returns. Longer 
term, this has the potential to reduce the cumulative delivery of social/affordable rent products, 
which could be avoided either through stricter tenure requirements on low cost rent products 
delivered above the threshold, or by allowing the Local Authority to stipulate a tenure mix that meets 
need and can be achieved through local land values within their own plans. 

 

In terms of the habitable room approach, LBN disagree with the justification provided in Policy H6 
that this is the most effective response. Noting the example provided in LBN’s CDLPR to Policy H6, it is 
clear that when seeking affordable housing on a habitable room basis, a lesser proportion of 
affordable units are delivered as a percentage of total units. Even if smaller units were prioritised as 
affordable in the example provided - thereby increasing the total units provided as affordable within a 
scheme - this approach would conflict with the Borough’s local need requirements, namely the 
requirement in Newham to prioritise the delivery of family-sized affordable units in accordance with 
evidenced housing need. LBN’s reasoning for continuing to pursue this housing mix is covered in more 
detail in the response to matter M28. 

 

These issues raise an important question as to why the threshold approach in its measurement of 
affordable housing diverges from the strategic target outlined in Policy H5 (50 per cent of all new 
homes to be affordable), a target which is predicated on a unit basis. The habitable room calculation 
underpinning the threshold approach, running contrary to this strategic target, constrains the 
effectiveness of the approach in maximising the delivery of affordable units. 

 

In order to strike the correct balance between incentivising developers to provide affordable units 
and maximising overall delivery, the policy should be amended to allow Boroughs the flexibility to 
deviate from the threshold approach where it is evidenced this would result in a more effective 
provision of affordable housing tenures in accordance with local need.  

 

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

 

LBN accept the responsibility placed on Councils and Housing Associations as part of Policy GG4 to 
help to maximise genuinely affordable homes across London.  
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Whilst it is recognised that increased grant will assist in facilitating affordable housing delivery 
particularly on public land, it is felt there is over-reliance on public landowners and industrial land to  
compensate for missed opportunities and potential under delivery elsewhere, by automatically 
delivering affordable housing above the level of private non-industrial land. This approach lacks full 
justification, notably with regards to its impacts on infrastructure provision. Sites, particularly 
industrial, may not benefit from sufficient infrastructure access to cope with either conversion to 
residential uses generally or increased densities, thus there may be considerable costs associated with 
ensuring infrastructure sufficiency that inevitably reduces affordable housing yield. In many cases 
industrial sites redevelopment in particular may be large scale, resulting in the need for supporting 
education and other community provision. The ambitions of the Mayor of London to deliver 
considerable affordable housing targets on public land is notable, however there is a need for a higher 
level of ambition to also be applied elsewhere. 
 
Equally important is the need to ensure appreciation of character considerations of local context to 
guarantee a strategic approach to the delivery of tall buildings which are not harmful to their 
surroundings. Placing pressure on a limited supply of sites to achieve affordable housing targets may 
drive up site densities through inappropriate heights exacerbating harmful impacts.  
 
LBN also raise concerns regarding the amendments to Policy H6, incorporating non-designated 
industrial sites in the requirement to deliver 50% affordable housing. This does not accord with the 
framework outlined within the Draft Plan or LBN’s Local Plan, to manage the loss of industrial land in 
a plan-led manner. Whilst the justification for this amendment may be partially predicated on the 
need to resist reliance on ‘hope value’ this approach appears open to challenge, insofar as other 
undesignated sites and ‘white land’ would unjustifiably not be subject to the same targets under the 
threshold approach. 
 
Assuming that 75% affordable housing schemes are always going to be delivered by affordable 
housing providers, it is also questioned as to why the amendments at Policy H6CA have been 
introduced, given that such applications should – in theory – already be progressed through the 
threshold approach, being in excess of the Mayor’s affordable housing targets. If this requirement is 
intended to introduce a greater degree of flexibility with regards to the tenure of affordable homes 
on schemes delivering above 75%, this appears contrary to the aim to deliver suitable tenure splits in 
line with regional needs. In any case, LBN call for clarification on this policy point. 
 
In ensuring the maximisation of affordable housing across all sites, LBN consider a more effective 
approach can be taken to delivering strategic affordable housing targets through applying the 50% 
threshold to all sites, requiring detailed viability assessments rather than placing increased pressure 
on housing providers, public sector land and industrial land to achieve these strategic aims. 
 

f) Does the approach taken in Policy H5 provide sufficient flexibility to take account of local 
circumstances? 

and 

g) Overall, would the policy be effective in delivering the affordable homes needed?  
 

As detailed in the responses to M24c and M24d, Policy H5 fails to provide sufficient flexibility to take 
account of local circumstances. Whilst accepting that a threshold approach to viability can incentivise 
developers to offer increased levels of affordable housing from the outset of the application process, 
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the effectiveness of this approach (at a lower threshold of 35%) is constrained in applying a blanket 
cross-borough approach without recognising the potential for delivery of a higher quantum of 
affordable homes in certain locations. Although the approach affords Boroughs the autonomy to seek 
tenure splits in accordance with need requirements, the policy approach – further detailed in polices 
H6 and H7 – would fail to maximise the delivery affordable homes to meet the Mayor’s strategic 
targets. Infrastructure and other associated pressures may also be placed on those sites identified as 
being suitable to deliver affordable housing levels of 50% and above. In summary, the effectiveness of 
the policy is disputed. 

 
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?  
 
See response to M.24c-g. 
 
c) Would the approach taken to scheme amendments be effective in increasing delivery of 
affordable homes?  

 

It is understood that this approach is designed to ensure that scheme amendments do not impede 
permissions from materialising into completions by revisiting time consuming viability discussions. 
However, whilst the approach to scheme amendment applications appears justified in the context of 
the threshold approach to viability, this would not negate the concerns expressed by LBN in the wider 
responses provided to matter M24 related to its overall effectiveness. 

 
f) Would the review mechanism as set out in Policy H6E2 be justified and effective in increasing 
delivery?  
 
Notwithstanding LBN’s objections to the fast track approach, the review mechanism in Policy H6E2 
appears to allow Boroughs sufficient flexibility in the formulation of section 106 agreements. LBN 
welcome the approach to allowing Boroughs to agree the periods during which early and late stages 
viability review will take effect, recognising the importance of Borough-level knowledge in securing 
the best outcomes of the section 106 process. 
 
The requirement for viability evidence to be submitted in a “standardised and accessible format” as 
referenced in the broader requirements of H2E also helps to enshrine the approach taken within the 
NPPF, as well as that currently taken by Newham as outlined through Local Plan Policy H2, at regional 
policy level. Stipulating these requirements in policy allows standardisation of the viability and review 
mechanism process, providing a greater degree of clarity whilst making the process more transparent 
and accountable. 
 
LBN however, wish to clarify that in enshrining this requirement in policy any additional resource 
required in administering these reviews will continue to be sought from the developer. This will 
ensure that implementation of the policy does not place additional financial burdens on the Local 
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Authority. Setting aside the matter of the review mechanism, LBN also wish to reaffirm our support 
for division of surplus profit being on an 80:20 split in favour of the Local Authority, as opposed to the 
60:40 split for Late Stage Reviews currently advised in the GLA 2017 Affordable Housing And Viability 
Supplementary Planning Guidance. 
 
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?  

 

LBN consider the proposed tenure split of affordable products as outlined in Policy H7 to be 
appropriate, allowing the Borough to seek a tenure mix aligned with its housing needs. 


