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Respondent No 1195 
The Retirement Housing Consortium  
 
Draft London Plan 
Affordable Housing 
 
Matter 24 
 
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?  
 
No.  
 
Draft Policy GG4 seeks to create a housing market that works better for all 
Londoners. Part C of draft Policy GG4 is equally as important as delivering 
affordable housing in that it requires the delivery of good quality homes that provide 
for identified needs, including for specialised housing. The Consortium is strongly 
of the view that the rigidity of the proposed affordable housing policies without 
flexibility will put at risk the delivery of the significant identified unmet need for 
specialist housing for older people.  
 
The Strategic Housing Market Assessment underpinning the housing targets of the 
draft London Plan identifies: 
 

- The number of people aged 65 or more is projected to increase by 73% 
between 2016 and 2041, and the number of those aged 75 or more by 
94%. 

- A total potential demand across all tenures for just over 4,000 'C3' specialist 
homes for older people (both extra-care and sheltered housing) every year 
between 2017 and 2029. 

- A need for 870 new 'C2'care home beds a year, 
 
These identified annual targets are broadly similar to the targets set out within 
Annex 5 of the current London Plan. The latest London Plan AMR shows that 
across London, less than 15% of this target was delivered within the last monitoring 
year demonstrating that while the need for this housing typology is clearly evident 
and has been for some time, supply comes nowhere near addressing the need. 
Clearly there is a lack of opportunity for providers of such housing in London and 
the Mayor should be seen to be encouraging providers rather than making policy 
more restrictive.  
 
Policies H5-H7 are not strategic, balanced or sufficiently flexible to enable good 
growth over the Plan period. They seek to enforce a detailed top down set of 
policies allowing very little flexibility for local context to be factored into local or 
neighbourhood plans.  
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The draft affordable housing policies are inflexible in terms of the type of proposal 
to be tested by them. The Retirement Housing Consortium has sought to engage 
with the Mayor in relation to the negative impact these policies will have on the 
delivery of specialist housing for older people.  We have consistently highlighted 
the shortcomings of the proposed ‘threshold approach’ and its disproportionate 
impact on specialist older persons’ accommodation during the: 
 

- Consultation on the ‘Affordable Housing & Viability SPG’ (February 2017) 
- Legal Challenge to the aforementioned SPG (May 2018) 
- Consultation to the Draft London Plan (March 2018) 
  

Despite the above, there have been no significant amendments made to date by 
the Mayor, or indeed any attempts to engage proactively with us on this matter. As 
such policies H5-H7 as drafted cannot be supported and should be amended as 
set out within the following sections.  
 
 
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?  
 
From the viewpoint of the Consortium, the definition of affordable housing for 
specialist housing proposals for older people should be differentiated from 
mainstream housing proposals.  
 
Both the SHMA and draft London Plan remain silent in relation to the specific 
tenures of housing required within the overall identified need figures in respect of 
specialist housing for older people. This is in contrast to the current London Plan 
(2016), which quite clearly establishes that the tenure requirements within this 
sector differ considerably from mainstream housing needs.  
 
Annex 5 of the current London Plan shows that broadly, 67% of overall need within 
this sector is for private sale to enable a rebalancing of housing stock and to 
increase the options for existing homeowners to downsize. Of the remaining 33% 
requirement for ‘affordable housing’ within this sector, just 8% of the identified need 
is for affordable rented forms of housing and 25% is for discount sale or 
intermediate affordable housing options. As considered in response to Policy 
H6(b), supply is currently only addressing about 15% of identified need.  
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1 
The application of the strategic targets set out within draft policy H5 to specialist 
housing proposals for older people are therefore not supported by evidence and 
therefore cannot be considered to be justified under the ‘tests of soundness’ 
detailed in paragraph 182 of the NPPF (2012). Policy H5 should be amended to 
exempt specialist housing proposals for older people which should be dealt with in 
draft policy H15 and a revised table 4.4.  
 
The Consortium representation relating to M19 sets out in detail a comparison table 
comparing table 4.4 with Annex 5 of the current London Plan. The tenure split 
clearly identifies that in a significant number of the London Boroughs the need is 
predominantly weighted towards the delivery of units for private sale.  A tenure split 
in accordance with Table A5.1 would be private sale (67%), intermediate sale 
(24%) for affordable housing (8%).   
 
The affordable housing requirement of 50% as per Policy H7 of the DLP does not 
reflect the tenure needs of older Londoners. By removing tenure targets for older 
persons’ housing from the DLP, the MoL seeks to provide ambiguity on a matter 
that is clear in the current London Plan. 
 
 
b) Would the strategic target of 50% of all new homes to be genuinely 
affordable be justified in light of the identified need? 
 
No.  
 
In respect of specialist housing for older people, a) above demonstrates that 
applying an overall strategic target blindly, regardless of the type of housing 
proposed, puts at risk delivery of this typology overall. 
 
The Consortium is strongly of the opinion that this draft policy will further restrict 
the delivery of this clearly important housing option. The London Plan Annual 

                                            
1 London Plan, 2016, Annex 5  
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Monitoring Report (AMR) published in September 2018 has for the first time begun 
to track planning approvals for this housing typology.  
 
During the 2016/17 monitoring period, just 637 specialist housing for older people 
units were granted approval with a further 181 care home spaces. When measured 
against the 4,000 unit per annum identified need, it is clear that providers are 
struggling to bring forward sites to meet this pressing housing need. The 
Consortium’s view is that the Draft London Plan clearly does not establish a level 
playing field for the sector in terms of the application of the affordable housing 
policy and that some flexibility needs to be applied if a step change in delivery is to 
be realised. 
 
Of course, consents do not necessarily translate into delivery of new housing in all 
case and the Elderly Accommodation Counsel (EAC) dataset provides further 
evidence of the constrained supply of specialist housing for older people across 
London. 
 

2 
The EAC dataset demonstrates that there is a considerable mismatch in identified 
need both in overall delivery and in relation to the tenure of supply coming forward 
across London.  
 
Proposals for specialist housing for older people must therefore be differentiated 
from general needs affordable housing targets in light of need and balanced with 
the clear need to actually incentivise the delivery of this housing given the 
historically low delivery rates achieved.  
 
  
c) In requiring major developments which trigger affordable housing 
requirements to provide affordable housing through the threshold approach, 

                                            
2 Elderly Accommodation Counsel Supply Database, October 2018 
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would the policy be effective in delivering the quantum of affordable housing 
required?  
 
No. 
 
The threshold approach applied blindly to all typologies clearly will not work and 
will place providers of specialist housing for older people at a competitive 
disadvantage in acquiring sites. 
 
Mainstream providers who can feasibly commit to provide 35% affordable housing 
through the threshold approach and avoid a late stage review will never have to 
provide more than 35% affordable housing. Specialist housing for older people 
providers who cannot provide affordable housing on site for well-established 
management reasons will be forced to undergo a late stage review and provide the 
equivalent of 50% affordable housing from the project. 
 
As considered in response to H6(f), this approach creates considerable uncertainty 
for potential developers of retirement housing and their funders which impacts on 
the ability to compete for land. 
 
The Consortium notes that some amendments have been made to the draft London 
Plan in respect of Policy H2 (Small Sites) whereby it is recognised that 
management issues may exist that might necessitate an off-site contribution to be 
made. Clearly this flexibility should also be applied to specialist housing proposals 
for older people given the clearly established position with local planning authorities 
all over the UK.  
 
We also share the HBFs concerns regarding the threshold level of 35% due to the 
fact that many local planning authorities own evidence base (e.g. Tower Hamlets, 
Croydon, Bromley and others) shows that 35% affordable housing is not viable 
without public subsidy on mainstream housing proposals in many areas.  
 
 
d) Would the approach to affordable housing providers, public sector land 
and industrial land be justified and effective?  
 
We share the HBF’s concerns that draft policies that differentiate from the main 
proposed policy are not justified. In particular, the higher percentage requirement 
of 50% for previous industrial land to use the fast track approach is clearly 
unsubstantiated by evidence. It is simply assumed at paragraph 4.6.6 that the 
difference between industrial and residential land values will enable this position 
with no further evidence to support this assertion. 
 
The Consortium is of the view that such an approach is not justified and will not be 
effective in delivering additional affordable housing and is unsound as a 
consequence.   
 
e) In requiring on site affordable housing generally, would the policy provide 
adequate flexibility to take account of local circumstances?  
 
No.  
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There clearly needs to be more acknowledgement that certain residential 
typologies cannot provide onsite affordable housing.  
 
The draft policy sets out that affordable housing should be delivered on site unless 
there are exceptional circumstances whereby an off-site agreement or cash in lieu 
payment is agreed.   
 
It is considered that the GLA view off-site delivery by retirement housing to be a 
‘choice’3. The evidence presented by the Mayor to justify this statement is 
considered to be fundamentally flawed. The reality of the situation is that it is 
impracticable to provide affordable housing on typical older people’s housing sites 
in a London and national context (See response to H6 (a) for characteristics of 
specialist housing for older people).  
 
There are valid reasons for this including management costs, affordability and site 
design constraints making it impossible to accommodate separate management 
arrangements on often small constrained previously developed sites.  
 
Currently, the retirement sector overwhelmingly agrees with almost all Local 
Planning Authorities that, where viable, off site contributions in the form of financial 
contributions are the best solution to addressing affordable housing need. Such 
contributions are in most cases then committed to existing Local Authority 
sponsored affordable housing development programmes. An off-site contribution 
will also better meet priority needs, which as demonstrated by Annex 5 is older 
persons housing for sale (see response to H6 (b)).  
 
The policy as drafted establishes that even where a specialist housing for older 
people proposal can make the equivalent payment of 35% affordable housing off 
site, a late stage review should take place. Therefore, where it is widely agreed that 
it is impossible to provide affordable housing on site but that the equivalent 
payment can be made to provide affordable housing elsewhere in the form of a 
cash in lieu payment, the policy discourages providers to invest in London.  
 
Draft Policy H15 needs to be further amended to acknowledge the difficulty in 
providing affordable housing site for specialist housing for older people’s proposals 
in the same way that changes have been made to draft Policy H2 (Small Sites). 
 
 
f) Does the approach taken in Policy H5 provide sufficient flexibility to take 
account of local circumstances?  
 
No.  
 
We agree with the HBF submissions on this point that there is no flexibility 
remaining to account for local circumstances. In many cases, the approach is 
unworkable in certain boroughs where local viability evidence shows that the 35% 
threshold is not viable in many areas (See response to Policy 5 (c)) 

                                            
3 As set out by the GLA in correspondence submitted as part of the legal challengeto the Homes for 
Londoners SPG  
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The viability evidence base underpinning the London Plan can only ever be a very 
high level snapshot of the London land market. We share the HBFs view that 
individual borough viability assessments provide a more accurate analysis of local 
viability. The HBF submission identifies at least eight boroughs where the threshold 
approach and/or the strategic 50% target will not be deliverable without public 
subsidy. Our view is therefore that the 35% threshold will not translate into an 
incentive to increase the supply of affordable housing taking into account local 
circumstances.  
 
There is a danger in our view that the inflexible nature of the approach will also 
result in landowners not releasing land until policy changes in the future, or that 
non-residential uses will become more attractive as a less risky method of 
disposing land on a subject to planning basis 
 
More importantly from the Consortium’s perspective is the fact that the policy is 
applied rigidly to all housing typologies with no flexibility for either typology 
constraints or importantly, the identified housing need for the typology put forward 
as part of the application. We have already set out in our response to M24 a) that 
the identified need for affordable housing for specialist housing proposals is 
materially lower to the identified housing need for mainstream housing. The policy 
as draft does not recognise this and is therefore considered to be neither justified 
nor positively prepared. Accordingly, it should be amended to allow further flexibility 
for this important housing typology.  
 
 
g) Overall, would the policy be effective in delivering the affordable homes 
needed?  
 
No. 
 
The National Planning Practice Guidance (2018) (NPPG) requires that affordable 
housing targets are informed by a proportionate assessment of viability that takes 
into account policies, standards and all cost implications including CIL and S1064. 
The NPPG promotes the use of a typology approach whereby testing should be 
based upon characteristics of sites and development typology.5 
 
The NPPG is also clear that policy requirements, particularly for affordable housing, 
should be set at a level that takes account of affordable housing and infrastructure 
needs and allows for the planned types of sites and development to be deliverable, 
without the need for further viability assessment at the decision making stage.  
 
We have reviewed the viability evidence prepared to support the London Plan and 
note the following: 
 

- just two typologies have been tested in respect of specialist housing for older 
people.  

                                            
4 National Planning Practice Guidance, 2018, Paragraph 001.  
5 Ibid, Paragraph 004.  
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- Fixed assumptions were modelled for each e.g. each type was only 
modelled for 80 units whereas typically a sheltered block in London will be 
30-50 units given the types of sites that can be secured.  

- In our view errors are also made in respect of circulation space allowances 
(20% whereas 25-30% is more accurate for sheltered proposals). 

- Allowances for appropriate developer return are also underestimated in our 
opinion6.  

 
. We do not have much confidence that an extensive and accurate assessment of 
viability has been undertaken in respect of this housing typology with only certain 
aspects of the Three Dragons Advice Note on CIL viability testing (2013) used in 
the study7. Further details and additional evidence on this matter will be provided 
in our statement for the Viability Hearing Session.  
 
All of these inputs significantly underestimate the cost of providing this specialist 
types of housing and even despite this, the conclusions of the viability analysis are 
that  
 
Sheltered housing is viable with 50% housing in value band C against the lower 
benchmark, and is able to provide 35% in value band D (although 20% gives more 
headroom). Sheltered housing as tested is not viable in E.  
 
Extra Care Housing is viable in C with 35% affordable housing, and unviable in D 
and E even with no affordable housing8.  
 
As the majority of the Consortium developments in London in the recent past have 
been in outer London Boroughs (primarily Bands E and D), it is clear that there are 
significant viability concerns with the application of policy H5 to specialist housing 
proposals for older people. Since 2009, McCarthy and Stone and Churchill 
Retirement Living have developed schemes in Bexley, Brent, Bromley, Croydon, 
Greenwich, Harrow, Havering, Hillingdon, Hounslow, Merton, Redbridge, 
Richmond, Sutton and Waltham Forest (primarily bands D and E). Only 
PegasusLife has managed to secure sites in inner London boroughs (3 sites in 
Camden and Westminster) yielding only 135 units9.   
 
The EAC dataset suggests that around 5,319 units of specialist accommodation for 
older people has been delivered across Greater London since 2009 from all 
providers. Just 25% of this supply is from inner London boroughs (Bands A, B and 
part C in the viability analysis). This data together with the London Plan Viability 
evidence suggests that the majority of the current supply of specialist housing for 
older people is from value areas where the often overly optimistic evidence base 
suggests viability is a fundamental barrier to delivery. The inclusion of specialist 
housing proposals within a generic one size fits all approach to affordable housing 
negotiation will therefore do little to enable the required step change in delivery 
need to address identified housing need in London.  
 

                                            
6 London Plan Viability Study (December 2017) Paragraph 5.3.3 
7 Ibid, Footnote 35 of the Viability Study (page 24) 
8 London Plan Viability Study (December 2017), Paragraph 10.2.2 
9 Elderly Accommodation Counsel Supply Database, October 2018 
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Our conclusions are that the policy as drafted is not justified as it is not robustly 
evidenced and not sufficiently flexible to take account of borough or typology 
specific considerations. As such, the Consortium consider that the policy is likely 
to reduce rather than increase the supply of all tenures of specialist housing for 
older people across London.  
 
 
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?  
 
No. 
 
The Consortium objects to this policy on the grounds that it creates a two tired 
system which disproportionately impacts providers of specialist housing for older 
people. The draft policy is not justified through evidence and is unlikely to be 
effective in delivering specialist housing for older people. 
 
The Consortium has made detailed representations in respect of this policy and it 
is clear that due to the nature of the housing developed by the group that an off-
site contribution towards affordable housing (cash in lieu) is the most practicable 
method of meeting affordable housing policy for the detailed reasoning provided. 
This automatically places all developers of specialist older peoples housing on the 
‘slow track route’ which is subject to early and late stage review up to a figure of 
50% affordable housing.  
 
Key features of specialist elderly schemes 
Of importance when considering the effect of the draft Policy H6 is that specialist 
schemes for older people generally share a number of key characteristics which 
make them materially different to mainstream housing proposals: 
 

1. They are almost always developments on smaller sites (usually around 
0.1 to 0.6 ha), usually brownfield sites in sustainable locations, often 
within or on the edge of a town centre. They are almost always 
constructed in a single block and single phase.  
 

2. The build costs of the schemes are higher than those faced by 
mainstream house builders, due to the need for additional lifts, significant 
communal spaces (i.e. unsaleable areas typically 25-35% of total GIA), 
and spaces for on-site house managers, concierges and staff.  
 

3. Such schemes are not absolved from other s.106 costs and tax by way 
of the Community Infrastructure Levy (“CIL”). That must be paid as well. 
 

4. Affordable Housing policy is always met through an off-site cash in lieu 
contribution and this is accepted throughout the country (including by 
London Boroughs).  
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5. Sales rates are markedly slower than general needs comparable 
schemes and the entire development needs to be completed prior to the 
first sale. This point also negatively affects the viability of schemes. 
 

These factors make a retirement housing scheme considerably costlier per square 
metre than most market housing. Those bringing forward general needs market 
housing therefore have a competitive edge in many cases when bidding for sites. 
This is particularly acute in London, where demand for all developments outstrips 
supply of available and suitable sites. These factors also preclude the specialist 
housing for older people sector from the fast track route. 
 
As the Consortium is responsible for over 90% of the supply of specialist housing 
for older people across the UK, it is imperative that workable affordable housing 
policies, prepared in collaboration with the industry are agreed.  
 
Proposed exceptions relating to tenure requirements as set out within draft Policy 
H15 are not sufficient to lessen the likely negative impact on the supply of specialist 
housing for older people in London. As considered in response to H6 (f), this 
approach creates considerable uncertainty for potential developers of retirement 
housing and their funders which impacts on the ability to compete for land. The 
threshold approach is in the Consortium’s view likely to have very negative 
unintended consequences in that the main providers of specialist housing for older 
people in the UK will be dis-incentivised from operating in London.  
 
The Consortium has consistently highlighted the shortcomings of the proposed 
‘threshold approach’ throughout the preparation of the ‘Affordable Housing & 
Viability SPG’ (February 2017) and the Draft London Plan (March 2018).  
 
The draft policy should be amended to allow flexibility for providers of specialised 
housing for older people to access the fast track route where a commuted sum is 
agreed is the most appropriate method of addressing affordable housing need 
locally. Modifications to the Draft London Plan have provided some flexibility to 
draft Policy H2 (Small Sites) recognising that it may be impracticable to deliver 
affordable housing on site. In view of the characteristics of specialist housing 
proposals for older people, the same flexibilities must be included within draft Policy 
H15. This flexibility would be recognition of the impracticality of onsite provision.  
 
b) Would it provide a framework to increase delivery of affordable homes to 
meet the full range of identified need?  
 
No. 
 
This policy as drafted quite clearly impacts negatively on the impact of specialist 
housing proposals for older people for the reasons already set out. In particular, it 
is worthwhile pointing out again that the identified housing need for specialist 
housing proposals for older people differs from that of mainstream housing, yet the 
draft policy framework does little to acknowledge this.  
 
In summary, the Strategic Housing Market Assessment (SHMA) identifies that: 
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London is expected to experience substantial growth in its older population over 
the coming years. The number of people aged 65 or more is projected to increase 
by 73% between 2016 and 2041, the number of those aged 75 or more by 94%. 
  
While many older people will continue to live in mainstream housing, a growing 
number are likely to require specialist accommodation. Research commissioned 
by the GLA identified a total potential demand across all tenures for just over 4,000 
C3 specialist homes for older people (both extra care and sheltered housing) every 
year between 2017 and 2019. 
 
Supply of specialist housing for older people since 2009 has fallen under 500 units 
per annum on average with 60% of this new supply provided within the affordable 
sector.10 It is noteworthy that Annex 5 of the current London Plan (2016) 
establishes that across London, the priority need for specialist housing for older 
people is actually within the private sector with in excess of 60% of new supply 
required to be for sale. Therefore, supply overall is currently only around 10% of 
what has been identified as being required and of what is being delivered, there is 
a considerable undersupply of the priority housing need for the sector.  
 
It is evident therefore that a step change in supply is required to address identified 
housing need. Draft policy H6 is likely to have the opposite impact on supply due 
to the proposed two tiered approach which clearly favours those providers who can 
physically accommodate affordable housing on site and meet the lower threshold 
requirement of 35 percent. It is the Consortium’s position that the London Plan 
cannot be considered to be ‘effective or positively prepared’ as a consequence. 
 
 
 
c) Would the approach taken to scheme amendments be effective in 
increasing delivery of affordable homes?  
 
No.  
 
As drafted the policy (G-J) will discourage improvements or changes to approved 
schemes which are deemed necessary post approval. Such decisions are best 
made at a local level using a weighted approach to amendments to determine if 
they are necessary and balanced against wider scheme benefits.  
 
The Consortium agrees with the HBF submissions made in respect of this point. 
Decisions as to what constitute a minor amendment should be made at a local 
level. As drafted, policy H6 (G to J) is not a strategic policy and should be amended 
to reflect the changes put forward within the HBF submission.  
 
d) Would the approach taken to determining benchmark land value be 
justified?  
 
No. 
 
Benchmark land value is critical to determining scheme viability.  

                                            
10 Elderly Accommodation Counsel Dataset, October 2018 
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The Existing Use Value (EUV+) is firmly put forward as the Mayor’s favoured 
approach to determining benchmark land value and alternatives approaches will 
only be considered in exceptional circumstances.  
 
The logic of this approach is understood but the Mayor needs to recognise that this 
approach does not work in every scenario and a rigid application of this policy is 
likely to persuade landowners to either sit on land until policy changes or, dispose 
of land for non-residential uses which create a higher value or more certain delivery 
outcome on subject to planning deals. Such scenarios include, for example where 
a landowner has a use with a low existing value with a range of possible residential 
and non-residential future uses. An arbitrary 20% uplift for instance is unlikely to 
incentivise the owner to release the site for residential purposes where there are 
other options including holding on to the land.  
 
The plus element (‘appropriate premium’) is highly open to interpretation and 
argument in the Consortium’s experience which is why other options including 
alternative use land value (policy compliant and/or consented) should in many 
cases inform the premium to be applied. An amendment to reflect the revised 
NPPG along these lines would be appropriate.  
 
We support the HBF’s comments in relation to this section in that the viability 
evidence base underpinning the policy is limited and high level in relation to 
assessing benchmark land value. The Mayor cannot be confident that his position 
is justified given the relative lack of testing and what has been tested has been 
undertaken at such a high level.  
 
Finally, a rigid application of the EUV+ approach without actually knowing that a 
consistent approach to the plus element makes the process of purchasing land and 
assessing likely planning obligations uncertain for developers and landowners 
alike. Contrary to the NPPG (2012), the process is far from certain or predictable 
and therefore inconsistent with national policy.  
 
The draft policy should be amended to acknowledge that ultimately, it is up to the 
boroughs to decide upon the correct approach to assessing benchmark land value 
given local market and policy considerations.  
 
 
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. 
 
The application of policy H5, H6 and H7 to specialist housing for older people’s 
proposals is not properly joined up with the Mayor’s own prospectus for specialist 
funding and is not considered to be ‘effective’ as a consequence. On the one hand 
this type of housing is subject to the same affordable housing policy requirements 
as general market housing proposals. On the other hand, the Mayor’s Care and 
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Support Specialised Housing Fund, Homes for Older and Disabled Londoners11 
sets out the Mayor’s priorities for the fund. It states: 
 

The fund will stimulate the specialised housing market across the capital by 
improving the appeal of specialised housing options available to Londoners 
by increasing the variety, quality and number of homes available, 
particularly those for sale or shared ownership. 

 
One aim of the fund is to stimulate delivery in the private market by 
encouraging new, as well as existing, entrants into the sector to increase 
the private provision for this client group across the capital.  

 
It is recognised that the delivery of private homes for older people has 
different drivers, restrictions and funding needs to the delivery of 
affordable homes. We understand that developers face a range of 
barriers in increasing supply in the private sector and this fund looks 
to address these challenges, facilitating and investing in a range of 
market facing products tailored to the needs of older and disabled 
adults.  

 
The fund will stimulate the private specialised housing market across the 
capital by providing development finance to increase the supply and choice 
of private housing options for older and disabled adults.  

 
Much of the required incentive or stimulus identified by the Mayor in his funding 
prospectus for the specialist older peoples housing sector could actually be 
addressed by joining up the approach and listening to the main providers of such 
housing in these representations. Minor changes to these draft affordable housing 
policies offering some further flexibility would also negate the need for the Mayor 
to invest in the sector and the funding allocations might reasonably to invested in 
other specialists affordable housing programmes.  
  
 
f) Would the review mechanism as set out in Policy H6E2 be justified and 
effective in increasing delivery?  
 
No. 
 
The inclusion of a series of unacceptable review mechanisms both before and after 
implementation on certain proposals creates uncertainty and risk for developers. 
Such mechanisms are neither justified or likely to be effective in increasing the 
delivery of specialist housing for older people where considerable risk and 
exposure already exists due to the restricted age occupancy and subsequent very 
slow sales rates and exposure to the market.  
 
The Consortium’s view is that review mechanisms should be limited pre 
implementation reviews only.  

                                            
11 
https://www.london.gov.uk/sites/default/files/mayors_care_and_support_specialised_housing_fund_
prospectus_2016-21_0.pdf 
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The draft Policy H6 seeks to introduce a policy with the effect that even if a policy 
compliant equivalent cash in lieu sum is agreed with the authority, the proposal is 
still subject to the uncertainty of additional affordable housing contributions; this 
effectively switches planning obligations to a tax on developer profit. This goes 
against the established position that planning permission and as such planning 
obligations and conditions should run with the land and that ‘planning gain’ 
associated with the grant of a planning approval should pay for planning 
obligations. Higher affordable housing requirements cannot be embedded in land 
value in all cases.  
 
Certain providers such as those specialising in housing for older people will 
invariably be taxed against their profits given the type and size of sites they typically 
secure, the competition for those sites as well as the unique viability characteristics 
of specialist housing proposals.  
 
The uncertainty means that retirement house builders who are physically unable to 
accommodate affordable housing on site, but make cash in lieu payments for the 
equivalent provision, will never have the certainty of knowing what their planning 
obligations will be before starting on site.  
 
Post implementation review mechanisms also impact negatively on specialist 
housing proposals for older people’s ability to secure funding in some cases. Due 
to the acute pressures on the viability of all specialist housing schemes, it is 
essential that the risk of the development’s returns falling significantly below 
expectations is reduced to a minimum.  
 
The basic way that risk is reflected in viability appraisals is by employing a notional 
20% ‘profit’ within the appraisal (based upon the current industry wide standard). 
However, it is very important to understand that the 20% is the bare minimum for 
specialist housing, on the basis that the risk associated with the affordable housing 
cost is known. In fact, there are arguments to suggest that based upon risk and 
extremely slow sales back periods that this notional figure should be higher. If there 
is a risk that the affordable housing cost might rise significantly, the risk profile 
becomes unacceptable to both the developer and in many cases the funder.  
 
Draft Policy H6E2 should therefore be amended to ensure that specialist housing 
proposals are not required to undergo any late stage review in recognition of the 
higher than normal risks associated with developing such proposals as 
acknowledged within the Mayor’s Care and Support Specialised Housing Fund, 
Homes for Older and Disabled Londoners12 
 
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? 
 

                                            
12 
https://www.london.gov.uk/sites/default/files/mayors_care_and_support_specialised_housing_fund_
prospectus_2016-21_0.pdf 
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No.  
 
Draft Policy H15 states at paragraph 4.15.7 that: 
 
Specialist older person’s accommodation should provide affordable housing in line 
with Policy H5 Delivering affordable housing and Policy H6 Threshold approach to 
applications. However, the tenure split requirements for specialist older person 
accommodation may differ to those set out in Policy H7 Affordable housing tenure. 
Where they do, they should be clearly set out in Development Plan Documents or 
supplementary guidance. Schemes meeting the threshold set out in Policy H6 
Threshold approach to applications will be considered under the Fast Track Route, 
but developments not delivering this will be subject to the Viability Tested Route. 
 
Therefore, while some flexibility is applied in terms of tenure requirements, it is 
expected that individual boroughs act to determine tenure requirements for this 
housing type in DPD or SPD. In the experience of the Consortium in working in 
London in the recent past, a policy vacuum exists in terms of detailed local policy 
for specialist housing for older people.  The removal of current London Plan Annex 
5 level detail on borough by borough tenure requirements is a step backwards as 
there is a potential that there is a significant delay in all boroughs reacting and 
adopting local requirements in respect of tenure requirements. We can only 
assume that the rationale behind removing tenure targets is that it is helpful in 
asserting an ideologically based affordable housing requirement. 
 
Table 4.4 of the draft London Plan should therefore be updated to include borough 
tenure requirements for specialist housing, as detailed in Annex 5 of the current 
London Plan.    
 
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?  
 
See answer to a) above.  
 
c) Would the preferred affordable housing tenures be justified and effective 
in meeting identified need?  
 
See answer to a) above.  
 
d) Would the mechanism for review of the preferred tenures through 
supplementary planning guidance in 2021 be justified and effective?  
 
We support the HBFs comments on this question. Development Plan policy should 
not be updated or amended through SPG.  
 
Policy H8 Monitoring Affordable Housing  
a) Would Policy H8 provide an effective framework for boroughs to monitor 
affordable housing?  
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The policy should be updated to explicitly require that the delivery of and approval 
of specialist housing proposals is monitored on a tenure and unit basis across by 
borough.  
 
This level of detail is required to ensure that targets set out within the revised Table 
4.4 (including a target tenure by borough) are being addressed.  


