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London Tenants Federation – 2571 – M24 Affordable Housing  

Would policies H5 to H8 provide a justified and effective approach to delivering 
affordable housing to meet the 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: 

Delivering Affordable Housing – Policy H5 

a) Would the definition of ‘genuinely affordable housing’ and the Mayor’s ‘preferred 
affordable housing tenures’ include the affordable homes needed?   

The ‘affordable’ homes most needed, as evidenced in the SHMA, is social rented homes. 

The term ‘affordable housing’ is anyway confusing since whether something is 
affordable is subjective - dependent on incomes. The new term ‘genuinely’ affordable, 
contrived by the Mayor for electioneering has added to the confusion around what this 
is, who might access it and the extent to which evidenced need might be met by it. 

The term ‘preferred affordable housing types’ was seemingly created to fit negotiations 
carried out with government about grant funding so are not sure whether this is 
appropriate in the London Plan. 

• London Affordable Rent (LAR), while deemed as being similar to social rented 
housing, is actually more like the previous Mayor’s ‘capped affordable rents’ (set at 
50% market rents, including service charges).  

LAR can be higher than 50% market rents since, unlike other affordable rent 
housing, service charges aren’t included.  Service charges, as the Mayor seems to 
have acknowledged in relation to London Shared Ownership, can result in 
considerable additional housing costs. This is same with social and affordable rent 
homes. 

LTF was originally told by a GLA officer who gave us a presentation on the Mayor’s 
affordability and viability SPG consultation that LAR is based on capped formula 
rents.  

Formula or target rents were introduced in 2002, aimed to bring council rents up to 
higher housing association rents through setting a target rent that was supposed to 
be reached in 10 years. In part this reflected average manual earnings and in part 
local property values. Rent increases (with caps) were applied annually. Despite the 
10-year time span being extended to 2015/16, the target was not actually reached in 
London or other areas with high property values.  

The ‘capped’ formula rents (at the maximum rent that social rents would have reach) 
are (according to MHCLG live tables data) on average, 50% higher than average 
existing council rents and more than 30% higher than average existing housing 
association rents in London. 

In 2015/16, with increased social rents impacting heavily on the housing benefit (HB) 
bill, government required 1% rent decreases (up to 2020) for social tenants, via the 
2016 Social Housing Rents (Exceptions and Miscellaneous Provisions) Regulation 
2016.  
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LAR is based on the higher (never reached) formula rent caps. LAR tenants also have 
annual rent increases of CPI + 1%, while social tenants have rent decreases until 
2020/21.  

While the differences in rent levels may not seem much for higher income politicians, 
for low income households these can be significant.  

If these two products are much the same, why go through such effort to create a new 
housing type?  

We propose that since Government has made it clear that social rented 
homes can now be developed, the Mayor should hold them to this, 
negotiate to ensure sufficient funding is focused on the social housing we 
desperately need in London and remove LAR from the London Plan. This 
would:  

- better meet the objectively assessed needs of households with low-
income or below median income levels; 

- keep the HB bill down, as Government intended and 
- reduce the confusion being perpetuated by politicians and officers 

about these quite different products.  
 

• London Living Rent (LLR) is another confusing product. It’s rental product for 
middle income households that ‘can be’ considered as an affordable home ownership 
product H7 4.7.5.  

So, is it a home ownership product or not?   

In the form of discounted market rent homes delivered by the private sector, LLR 
levels is not a not a rent to buy product.  

It is marketed as having rents at no more than a third of ‘average’ incomes 
exclusively for middle income earners. On average across London, however, they are 
about 65% market rents - similar in costs to the previously named discounted 
affordable rents that were accessible to households on housing waiting lists.  

This means then that middle-income London Living Renters (with incomes mostly 
above equivalised median income levels) are able to access this product at cheaper 
than market rents and longer-term tenancies, while homeless households that have 
being placed in private rented homes, have higher private rents or face being moved 
out of London. 

The Guardian reported in October 2018 that in the 15 months to June 2018, 2,500 
homeless families were moved out of London due to the chronic lack of new cheap 
homes in the capital.  

London Living Renters are apparently expected to put money aside to save for a 
deposit to buy a home, potentially within 3-10-year period. But no evidence appears 
to have been provided around what this additional housing cost might be, nor how 
this requirement is managed or monitored. 

There are questions. What if an LLR tenant doesn’t save for a deposit to buy a home, 
if they because unemployed, perhaps longer term and need to claim benefits? Would 
they be evicted?  Could LLR (as is suggested in 4.7.5) simply become a long-term 
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rental product, accessible more or less only to households from the top half of 
households in London by income, while low income households continue to be forced 
out?  We note that claiming benefits is one of the reasons, apparently, for excluding 
households registered on the housing waiting list from accessing LLR. 

The London Plan doesn’t provide income ranges for those that might access LLR, so 
we don’t have evidence of which households may benefit.  What is ‘middle income’?  

The rental costs are apparently based on gross average incomes.  ONS and others 
when considering the affordability of buying a home tend to look at gross incomes (a 
comparison of earnings to house prices).  

However, for rented accommodation it is more usual to consider percentages of net 
income to rent (as Resolution Foundation and Shelter have done fairly recently in 
their analyses of the affordability of private rents).  

ONS and DWP also provide much data around poverty, low income households and 
households with below equivalised median income levels, before housing costs, that 
assists in the analysis of affordability of rents.   

LTF has carried out its own analysis using the Mayor’s benchmark rental costs for 
LLR compared to a third of equivalised median income in London to try to map the 
extent to which households from the bottom half (by income) might be deemed to be 
‘middle income’ and / or might be able to access LLR.  Our analysis shows that on 
this basis, LLR one-bedroom homes are only affordable in 23% of London’s 632 
wards. This drops to just 10% for two-bed homes and 2% of wards for a three-bed 
LLR homes.  LLR is unaffordable to households with equivalised median incomes 
(with rent at a third of income) in all wards of 10 London boroughs.       

 

NB our analysis doesn’t include any additional costs towards a deposit to buy a home 
– so affordability of LLR may be less than our analysis suggests. 
 

We request that our analysis on LLR be added to the EiP Library. 

The 2015 London Plan identified shared ownership as meeting the needs of 
households with incomes of £18,100–£66,000. While we doubt that many 
households with below equivalised median income levels access shared ownership, 
we can’t see, from the SHMA, the extent to which LLR and shared ownership 
products are catering for households with the same income levels.  

• Our greatest concern is that grant funding is being allocated for additional 
intermediate products when the greatest evidenced need is for social-rented homes.   

• The SHMA is also clear that some households able to meet private housing costs, but 
are not happy with their homes and wish to buy a home in the future have been 
added to the requirement for affordable. We don’t feel this justified, particularly 
given the much greater need for social rented homes.  

Given that the London Mayor is currently looking at ways to control private rents we 
feel this would be a much fairer way to support the needs of middle-income 
households.  
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We propose: given the evidence of need for social / low cost rented 
homes and the dubious assessment of need for intermediate housing that 
all affordable housing grant be allocated to deliver social-rented homes.  

Shared ownership / London shared ownership. A criteria around shared ownership 
service charges could be applied without the necessity to create a new ‘London’ 
shared ownership product.  

We are unconvinced that households earning up to £90,000 a year are unable to 
afford market housing in London.   

• Other ‘affordable’ housing products.   

The text of paragraph 4.7.7 needs to be clear around whether these are all 
intermediate products or affordable rent products that might be 
accessed by households that are on housing waiting lists, eligible for 
social housing.   (1429 words)  

b)  Would the strategic target for 50% affordable homes to be ‘genuinely affordable’ be 
justifiable in light of identified need?  

Further to our comments re (a) we feel that it would be justifiable to set a strategic 
target just for 60% social rented homes with an aim of coming close to getting rid of 
backlog need over a 10-year period.  

We note that 79% of national grant funding for housing now props up a failed housing 
market with subsidy for home-ownership. Image below with data from the UK housing 
review 2018.  

 

The Mayor should negotiate with Government around how the shocking backlog of need 
for social housing in London might be addressed in 10 years and reversing this 
incredibly unreasonable funding split.   (102 words)  
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c)  In requiring major developments which trigger housing requirements to provide 
affordable housing through the threshold approach, would the policy be effective in 
delivering the quantum of affordable housing required?  

No. We are unconvinced that this will deliver more than 35% affordable housing, will 
fail to deliver much more than 15% social rented housing and we will continue to see 
increasing backlog need for social rented homes.  (37 words)    

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

Since 1979 approximately 2m hectares of UK land has disappeared from public hands; 
the vast majority into private hands (rather than charities or community-based groups).  
Much handed over to developers hasn’t been developed since developing too many 
homes too soon ‘risks disturbing market prices’ and thus developers’ profits. 

Brett Christophers, professor from University of Sweden wrote in the Financial Times in 
November 2018:  

“If it is hard to see any material gains from the history of land privatisation in Britain, 
examples of disbenefits are hiding in plain sight. Ex-public land fills the land banks 
that buttress housebuilder share prices that, in turn, determine housebuilder executive 
remuneration. The £75 million bonus recently ‘earned’ by the former chief executive of 
the UK builder Persimmon must be understood is this light.  

Land privatisation is also intimately linked to the declining capacity of the public 
sector, especially the local public sector, to continue to provide many of the basic social 
and environmental infrastructures that it has done historically. Such benefits include 
affordable housing to allotments, libraries to leisure facilities, and playgrounds to 
parks, all of which depend on the ready supply of land.” 

We propose that: 

- all London public land should be used exclusively for social-rented 
homes, social and environmental infrastructure that we need and which 
is not being delivered by developers in any of the large-scale 
developments (opportunity areas); 

- the Mayor work with community groups and organisations like the New 
Economic Foundation to make the best use of public land in London.   
 

In addition, we feel it unjustifiable to use industrial land that provides jobs for ordinary 
working-class households since it is of detriment in developing sustainable 
communities and lifetime neighbourhoods. (280 words) 

e) In requiring on site affordable housing generally, would the policy provide adequate 
flexibility to take account of local circumstances? 

Failure to deliver affordable housing on site is unreasonably based on developer’s 
assessment that higher income households don’t went to live adjacent to lower income 
households. While the feeling might be reciprocal, this is supporting full appropriation 
of previous working-class areas by higher income households, particularly in central 
and inner London.  (51 words) 

https://www.ft.com/content/76c07904-e25b-11e8-a6e5-792428919cee
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f) Does the approach taken in policy H5 provide sufficient flexibility to take account of 
local circumstances?  

There are already large differences in delivery of social-rented homes across London.  

In most instances, delivery doesn’t seem to meet London Plan or Local Plans targets 
despite them having gone through EiPs that have provided evidence of deliverability.  

It seems that boroughs take the ‘flexibility’ they want, regardless and don’t seem to feel 
they should contribute to London-wide targets – regardless of the amount of land they 
have for development.  

To meet London’s backlog of need for social rented homes the Mayor must come up 
with a strategy to address this (which we are not convinced his ‘threshold approach’ will 
deliver).  (100 words) 

 

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

No. (1 word)  

(Total 1989 words)  
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London Tenants Federation - 2571 

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 target (for a minimum of 35% affordable housing) is inconsistent with the Mayor’s 
overall target for 50% affordable housing.  The target suggests that 35% is enough when 
clearly it is a long way from meeting need – particularly for social rented homes.  

In addition, a viability assessment may suggest that a higher amount of ‘affordable 
housing’ might be delivered than 35% 

If a viability tested route is followed it may still fail to deliver even 35% of affordable 
homes.   

Our greatest concern is that focusing on ‘affordable housing’ is not going to address the 
problems of the greatest need for social rented homes.  

H6(B) suggests 15% social rented homes is sufficient. It is not justified is will not be 
effective in delivering the social rented homes we need. Leaving boroughs to determine 
how 20% will be delivered will not meet London-wide need.  

We note for example Westminster Council has recently agreed (reported in Inside 
Housing 13.11.18) that 60% of its affordable housing will be reserved for middle income 
households.  Its target for affordable housing is just 35%, so the target for social rented 
homes is just 14% social rented.  We are not clear that this is based on objectively 
assessed need locally.   

We propose that  

- a 50% threshold target for social rented homes should be applied and 
then any additional with grant funding should require 70% social 
rented; 

- the Mayor must carry out a thorough analysis of the impact in 
opportunity areas – including evidence of delivery of social rented 
homes.  We are aware of many OA planning frameworks that suggest 
targets for no more than 15% affordable housing. While 35% is better it 
is nowhere near enough;   

- public land must be retained for delivery of social rented homes and 
necessary social infrastructure 

 

b) Would it provide a framework to increase delivery of affordable homes to meet the full 
range of identified need? 

No.  We feel the likelihood is that there will be increased delivery of intermediate 
housing as the easiest was of delivering the greatest numbers of so called affordable or 
genuinely affordable homes.  

This will mean middle income households – those from the top half of households (by 
income) will gain at the expense of those from the bottom half who by far have greatest 
need - for social rented homes.  
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We have mentioned Westminster’s recent decision above to delivery just 14% social 
housing and have already previously mentioned our concerns about delivery figures for 
2014-17 around what we have called the Waltham Forest effect. Waltham Forest come 
top of our table for delivery of affordable housing with 49% of the homes delivered in 
the borough being ‘affordable homes’, but only 1% of them were social rented (see detail 
on page 8 and 9).  

While necessarily 15% would be far better than 1% (particularly since over the period of 
2014-17 only one borough delivered this amount of social rented homes) but it is a 
problem that this this doesn’t even hit the previous Mayor’s 24% social rented housing 
target.  And even with 24% social rented we would still be in a situation of ongoing 
annual increase in backlog need for social rented homes. 

We would need a target of 37% social rented homes to be delivered each year, just to 
prevent the 173,000 back-log need for social rented homes continuing to increase.  But 
this would still leave us with the status quo in terms of hidden homelessness / 
overcrowding etc which must be addressed, particularly in comparison with backlog of 
need for intermediate housing only being 4000 homes.   

Our proposal to Policy H6 question (a) also apply here.  

Delivery of affordable housing 2014/17 

Delivery All housing types Affordable homes  % of homes being affordable  

Waltham Forest 2543 1258 49 

Havering 2786 1062 38 

Haringey 1610 571 35 

Tower Hamlets 8777 2871 33 

Barking & Dagenham 1638 514 31 

Hounslow 3038 879 29 

Greenwich 5560 1521 27 

Croydon 5999 1352 23 

Newham 6405 1413 22 

Bexley 1387 297 21 

Enfield 2185 456 21 

Lewisham 4816 958 20 

Barnet 5183 1019 20 

Ealing 3477 598 17 

Brent 6074 1039 17 

Merton 1537 242 16 

Wandsworth 7011 1041 15 

Hackney 4800 710 15 

Southwark 6028 781 13 

Islington 4220 544 13 

Sutton 1611 199 12 

Kingston Upon Thames 1200 140 12 

Lambeth 6011 688 11 

H & Fulham 2824 317 11 

Richmond upon Thames 1302 145 11 

Redbridge 1406 155 11 

Westminster 3498 384 11 

K & Chelsea 1344 143 11 

Hillingdon 2714 263 10 

Camden 4261 385 9 

Harrow 1417 5 0 

City of London 200 0 0 

Bromley 2108 -5 0 
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Delivery of social rented homes 2014/17 

Delivery  All housing types SR  % SR 

Greenwich 5560 861 15 

Havering 2786 395 14 

Tower Hamlets 8777 1204 14 

Hounslow 3038 384 13 

Lewisham 4816 508 11 

Richmond upon Thames 1302 124 10 

Islington  4220 396 9 

Newham 6405 580 9 

Ealing 3477 310 9 

Haringey 1610 141 9 

Barnet 5183 431 8 

Sutton  1611 132 8 

Brent 6074 494 8 

Croydon 5999 361 6 

Westminster  3498 176 5 

Merton 1537 71 5 

Hillingdon 2714 118 4 

Kingston Upon Thames 1200 43 4 

K & Chelsea 1344 46 3 

Wandsworth 7011 238 3 

Camden 4261 130 3 

Enfield 2185 44 2 

Redbridge  1406 20 1 

Southwark  6028 84 1 

Waltham Forest  2543 24 1 

Barking & Dagenham 1638 14 1 

H & Fulham 2824 21 1 

City of London  200 0 0 

Lambeth 6011 -43 -1 

Hackney 4800 -71 -1 

Bromley 2108 -78 -4 

Harrow 1417 -171 -12 

Bexley 1387 -274 -20 

 

c) Would the approach taken to scheme amendments be effective in increasing delivery 
of affordable homes?  

We propose  

- 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 social housing.   

-  any proposed and recorded variations will be available in the public 
domain and  

- there will be monitoring of changes that are occurring– which will be 
published in the AMR. 
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d) What approach should be taken in determining benchmark land values to be justified? 

e) Would the requirement to seek grants to increase the level of affordable housing to 
increase access the fast track route be effective in increasing speed of delivery. 

f) Would the review mechanism set out in policy H6E2 be justified and effective in 
increasing delivery?  

Review mechanisms must not result in negotiations to deliver less social rented homes 
than previously agreed. We must see some monitoring of the effectiveness.   

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?  

A suggested previously in relation to H6, a clear target for social rented housing should 
be set to support in addressing need for social rented homes as the greatest need for any 
type of sub-market housing is for social rented homes.   

Requiring just 15% social rented and allowing boroughs to determine the rest implies 
that 15% is actually all that is required.  We have already noted in relation to comment 
on H6(a) the recent case of Westminster Council.  

Our table below showing percentage delivery rates for social rented homes across 
London since 2005, which shows clearly that not only have set percentage or numerical 
targets for social rented homes not been met, but there seems to have been no 
mechanism for engaging with the boroughs collectively or individually (as clearly some 
are much worse than others in terms of delivery), nor any effective ways seemingly to 
work with them to address this.   

 

Year  social rented all housing types % being SR  

2005/06 4771 28309 17 

2006/07 4665 31658 15 

2007/08 5170 28199 18 

2008/09 5436 30312 18 

2009/10 4720 23641 20 

2010/11 3853 24710 16 

2011/12 5624 28324 20 

2012/13 4603 26600 17 

2013/14 3527 29382 12 

2014/15 2818 32440 9 

2015/16 1577 37247 4 

2016/17 2318 45133 5 

 

The purpose of monitoring delivery of targets in the London Plan should not be a 
passive exercise. The Mayor should use all his powers to ensure what is needed across 
London is actually delivered.  It seems that despite evidence year after year that targets 
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for social rented homes have not been met (with a few exceptions), nothing seems to 
have been done in respect of analysing why.  

It is notable that prior to the London Mayor promoting key worker housing and 
intermediate housing in 2004/05 percentage delivery of social rented housing was 
higher albeit never enough - for perhaps decades.  

We propose: 

- The London Plan housing sections should focus on addressing the 
backlog need for social rented homes within the next ten years.   

- A target for 60% social rented homes must be set to come close to 
meeting backlog need in 10 years – which should be implemented; 

- grant funding should be focused on delivery of net additional social 
rented homes – not on replacement homes for others demolished. The 
Mayor should have a much stronger determination to prevent further 
estate demolitions; 

- the Mayor must negotiate with Government about ensuring sufficient 
grant funding to support in meeting need and; 

- support all public sector land being safeguarded (not sold to the private 
sector / developers) to deliver social rented homes (including homes 
delivered by community organisations), social, green and community 
infrastructure needed; 

- grant funding should be used exclusively for delivering new social 
rented homes, not replacing existing homes being demolished, unless 
there is strong evidence that there are good structural, social, economic 
and environmental reasons why this would be better than 
refurbishment; 

- funding should be allocated exclusively for delivery of social rented 
homes (as occurred in the past).  The introduction of intermediate housing 
over the last 15 years or so has simply propped up a failed market system with 
public money and meant reduced delivery of social rented homes and greater 
hardship for low income and (certainly in London) also households with below 
median income levels.  Other ways of addressing problems relating to market 
housing – for example rent controls must be implemented; 

- the Mayor must also carry out a thorough analysis of the impact in 
opportunity areas – including evidence of delivery of social rented 
homes and address appropriately.  We are aware of many OA planning 
frameworks that suggest targets for no more than 15% affordable 
housing. While 35% is better that 15%, it’s not enough to deliver the social housing 
needed; 

- the Mayor must carry out pro-active monitoring of the London Plan and 
engage with boroughs both individually and or collectively where 
delivery of social rented homes is poor and ensure that all boroughs 
contribute to meeting London-wide need.  We see there are contradictions in 
London being seen as a legitimate market area – but apparent assessments of local 
need not matching up to collective London-wide need.  
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b) In the light of the need for low cost renal 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?  

Absolutely not – the split is not justified by evidence of need and would not be effective 
in addressing particularly the extreme level of need for social rented homes. 

The Mayor has given the boroughs wide scope to determine tenure locally, and hasn’t 
even set a London-wide target for social rented homes. This leads us to assume that 
there will be even greater levels of fudging when it comes to monitoring delivery of so 
called affordable or ‘genuinely affordable’ homes needed in London.    

We feel he has a strategic duty to set out very clearly in the London Plan the targets that 
need to be met to that ensure that the housing needs of low-income households and 
those with incomes below the equivalised median income levels are not continued to be 
ignored.  

We refer again to our chart on page 6 showing delivery of social rented homes as a 
percentage of all homes delivered in London boroughs - from best to worse from 2005–
17 with delivering from just 2% to 20%.  The Mayor needs to show in the London Plan 
how he will address this these wide variations in order to ensure delivery that meets 
London’s needs.    

c) Would the preferred affordable housing tenures be justified and effective in meeting 
evidenced need. 

No. 

(i) We don’t feel that LAR being a preferred option as opposed to social rented 
homes is justified. We have been advised by the GLA that the Government has 
advised that grant funding should be used for affordable rent rather than social 
rent and that the LAR is the best they can do given the Government’s position on 
this.  

We need to know whether it is down to the GLA or Government or both that 
grant funding is not being spent on social rented homes rather than LAR, when 
social rented homes better meet evidenced need for households with low 
incomes and below equivalised median income levels and would help to keep HB 
bills down.  

(ii) We sceptical about the use of grant funding for intermediate housing full stop, 
when there is much greater need for social rented housing and particularly since 
a minority of households with below equivalised median income levels are able to 
‘genuinely’ afford to access housing other than social rented homes.  

When the SHMA is clear that GLA has included households that can meet the 
cost of market housing as requiring intermediate homes (a desire for ownership 
rather than need for affordable housing) we are unclear about the real, evidenced 
need for intermediate housing.  

We are unclear about 

- whether longer term LLR is actually an ownership product or a ‘less than 
market cost’ rental product (policy text says it ‘can be’ a home-ownership 
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product). Clearly in some instances it is just a rental product (in the form of 
discounted market rent homes delivered by the private sector).  The added 
costs of putting money away for a deposit is not included so is likely a higher 
cost than it is being advertised as – and whether the, in reality, it will just be a 
rental product; 

- whether LLR is pretty much the same as the previous discounted affordable 
rent product now repackaged exclusively for ‘middle income’ households 
rather than those that have greater need, would likely need to claim benefits to 
cover rents, but are likely being placed in higher cost private accommodation 
by their landlords because of lack of social rented homes; 

- the extent to which LLR and shared ownership meets the needs of the same 
households (in terms of incomes) and thus whether LLR should justifiably be 
a preferred option.   

d) Would the mechanisms for review of the preferred tenues through supplementary 
planning guidance in 2021 be justified and effective?  

No, we feel that if changes are not made prior to the London Plan being published there 
will be need for a review anyway in 2021 – not just of preferred options but housing 
targets, types of affordable housing and delivery from 2017- 20/21 

Policy H8 Monitoring Affordable Housing  

Would policy H8 be consistent with national policy? It the approach taken justified?  

It was agreed at the 2010 EiP that social and affordable rent homes would be monitored 
separately (and to an extent they are) but this is not consistent – some boroughs monitor 
affordable rent homes as social rented homes and we don’t understand why the London 
Mayor has not required consistency on this.   

We propose that policy H8 should require boroughs to: 

• Monitor social rent and LAR separately  

• Monitor other forms of affordable rent separately  

• Ensure London Living Rent is monitored separately to other forms of intermediate 
housing. 

• Monitor separately small site developments to assess the effectiveness of new policy.  

• Carry out separate monitoring of Opportunity Areas – both with a view to 
understanding effectiveness of delivery of different types of housing and the types of 
employment delivered.  

• Displacement of low-income households particularly outside London – through 
estate regeneration or as a result of homelessness.  

 


