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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? 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?   

 

Policy H5 would encourage boroughs to seek higher quantities of affordable 
homes but even with the incentive provided by the Mayor’s threshold approach 

and targeted funding for affordable homes, the need of 65% of all new homes to 
be affordable will take too long to achieve and the backlog of unmet need is 

increasing all the time. The Mayor would have to increase his target of 50% 
affordable homes. 
 

Only fourteen of the boroughs have achieved over 20% affordable houses in 
each year 2014 to 2017 and only two of those at or above 35% (Mayor’s Annual 

Monitoring Report September 2018 Table 2.7). 
 



As the Mayor’s Annual Monitoring Report states in paragraph 2.22 “The 
proportion of overall affordable housing is also impacted by the increase in units 

being delivered through permitted development rights, which are not subject to 
affordable housing policies.” The Government has just proposed to extend 

permitted development to building upwards which could be another way of 
increasing homes in London. 
 

M24 H5 a) Would the definition of ‘genuinely affordable housing’ and 
the Mayor’s ‘preferred affordable housing tenures’, include the 

affordable homes needed?  
 

Yes, but NLP Policies H5 and H7 should deliver the percentages of affordable 

housing indicated as London’s need in the SHMA, i.e. 47% of all new homes built 
in London should be low cost rent as social housing or Affordable Rent and 18% 

of all new homes should be for London Living Rent and shared ownership. 
 
Policies H5 and H6 fail to make clear that those percentages should be achieved 

within the quantities of affordable housing delivered by development.  
The percentage of social housing or Affordable Rent must be 72% of all 

affordable housing. 
 

PROPOSAL: Add the words ‘ and 72% of the affordable homes should be 
social housing or Affordable Rent.’ at the end of the first sentence of 
Policy H5 A. 

 
M24 H5 b)  -  Yes, but the SHMA has the need for affordable housing at 65%. 

 
M24 H5 c)  -  No, the current threshold is 35% and it will take some time for 
that to be raised. More affordable housing other than that funded by developers 

will be required. 
 

M24 H5 d)  -  Public sector land and industrial land may increase the percentage 
of affordable housing in new developments on it only if current land values are 
captured. 

 
M24 H5 e)  -  Yes 

 
M24 H5 f)  -  There seems to be no flexibility. 
London Forum is concerned that the figures in Table 4.2 of around 1,000 homes 

annually for ten years on small plots of land in some outer London boroughs 
would seriously adversely affect the amenity of surrounding residents unless 

their rights are defended in development control decisions. There could be more 
strain on local infrastructure if that is already overloaded. 
 

M24 H5 g) - Overall, would the policy be effective in delivering the affordable 
homes needed? 

 
It is unlikely the policy will be effective in delivering the affordable homes 
needed because most affordable housing now is delivered by developers as part 

of their housing schemes and very few developments have 72% of the 
affordable homes as social housing or Affordable Rent as the SHMA indicates are 



needed. Too much of the affordable housing supplied by developers is of the 
intermediate shared ownership type. 

 
That means the backlog will grow with overcrowding in homes in London and the 

move of key workers out of London which would harm its economy and reduce 
services available for residents. 
 

In Policy H5 the figure of 50% in various places needs consideration at the EiP. 
According to paragraphs 1.4.3 and 4.5.1, 43,000 or 43,500 new homes annually 

should be "genuinely affordable." That is 65% or more of the 66,000 additional 
homes required each year as shown in Table 4.3. One of those two numbers for 
annual affordable homes should be changed so that the same figure is used 

throughout the Plan. 
 

There seems to be no policy content in H5 which would make the step 
change to the supply of low cost rent homes of the quantity needed. 
 

In Policy H5 A 4) there is an unrealistically low and unacceptable target of 50% 
of affordable homes on publicly-owned land. The figure should be increased. If 

land that developers have bought at land values reflecting its potential for 
housing can deliver 50% affordable homes, then publically-owned land which is 

at existing use values and developed as such should be able to deliver higher 
percentages of affordable homes. 
 

In Policy H5 there should be modified parts of Policy 3.11 B and C of the existing 
2016 London. Those current London Plan policies on this subject with which the 

boroughs are working should not be weakened in the New London Plan, as 
continuity is important. 
 

PROPOSAL: There should be a policy section in Policy H5 similar to 
Policy 3.11 B in the current 2016 London Plan, as follows: 

“Boroughs should set an overall target in Local Plans for the amount of 
affordable housing provision needed over the plan period in their areas 
and separate targets for: 

• London Affordable Rent; and 
• London Living Rent; and 

• intermediate housing  
and reflect the strategic priority accorded to provision of affordable 
family housing and to making the best use of available resources to 

maximise affordable housing output.” 
 

 
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 grant 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?  

 
M24 H6 a)  -  The threshold is too low at 35% and, as in H6 D, “Fast tracked 

applications are not required to provide a viability assessment at application 
stage.” That means it is not known if a developer could deliver much more than 
35% affordable housing if they offer just above that level. 

 
M24 H6 b)  -  NO because Policy H6 does not indicate what types of affordable 

homes should be sought. 
 
PROPOSAL:- 

 
Policy H6 B should specify a minimum proportion of low-cost rented 

housing within any scheme because that type is required to be 72% of 
all affordable homes, as in our statement on M24 a) above. 

 
M24 H6 c)  -  Yes  
 

M24 H6 d)  -  Yes  
 

M24 H6 e)  -  Increased affordable housing delivery will be very dependent on 
the availability of funding for the grants mentioned in H6 D 4. 
 

M24 H6 f)  -  Yes  
 

 
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? 
 

M24 H7 a)  -  Policy H7 could help to meet the affordable housing requirement. 
 

PROPOSAL: There should be a cross reference in Policy H7 A to the 
definitions of the four types of affordable housing in paragraphs 4.7.3 
onwards. 

 



M24 H7 b) and c)  -  Even if boroughs apply their 40% split for affordable homes 
entirely to low cost rent type, Policy H7 A would supply barely enough social and 

Affordable Rent homes because the percentage of those required in London is 
72% of all affordable homes and the policy as written would deliver 70% 

maximum. 
 
PROPOSAL:- 

 
Policy H7 A (1) 30% should be changed to 40%. 

Policy H7 A (3) 40% should be changed to 30%. 
 
Boroughs may not need the 30% minimum of new homes on sites in some areas 

to be of the London Shared Ownership type, which a developer could offer and 
meet the Policy H7 A 2), because those could be unaffordable to residents in 

those locations. 
 
There must be more flexibility to meet local needs. 

 
PROPOSAL:- 

 
1) Add to the end of Policy H7 A 2) the words ‘unless a borough can 

demonstrate that such a percentage would be inappropriate in the 
area being developed.’ 

 

2) Para 4.7.4 should have added after “social rents” the words 
“below 30% of net income for people in the lowest quartile of 

incomes in each locality.” 
 

3) In Para 4.7.6 Add the words “At least 50% of shared ownership 

units provided within a development should be affordable by 
households on annual incomes below £45,000.” 

 
4) In Para 4.7.8 Add the words “At least 50% of intermediate rented 

units provided within a development should be affordable by 

households on annual incomes below £45,000.” 
 

Those changes would make the NLP relate better to the Mayor’s housing 
strategies. 
 

M24 H7 d)  -  The proposal to review the preferred tenures by a future SPD has 
been removed from the draft NLP by the Minor Suggested Changes. However, 

the preferred tenures will need review in 2020 in preparation for the next 
version of the London Plan which the Minister states should be prepared as soon 
as the NLP is approved. 

 
 

Policy H8 Monitoring Affordable Housing  
a) Would Policy H8 provide an effective framework for boroughs to 
monitor affordable housing?  

 
M22 H8 a)  -  Yes 
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