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M24.  MEETING HOUSING NEEDS 
 
 
Affordable Housing H5-H8 
 
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?  
 
 
We have proposed the following amendments to policiesH5, H6 and H7 
 
 
H5 Delivering affordable housing  
 
A Amend 50% strategic target to 65% A3) Amend 50% to 65% A4) Amend 50% to 65% A5) Amend 
60% to 65%  
 
Borough Affordable housing Targets: Reinsert policy 3.11B and 3.11C from existing London Plan  
 
Justification: This rebases the affordable housing targets on the evidence base as in the Strategic 
Housing Market Assessment. It also reinserts strategic guidance on the setting of affordable housing 
by boroughs in their local Plans which has been omitted from the plan draft. This reinsertion is critical 
as otherwise boroughs may set their own affordable housing targets too low, which would put at risk 
the delivery of the London-wide strategic target. 
 
  
H6 Threshold approach to applications  
 
B1 amend 35% to 50% B2 amend 50% to 65% B3 amend 50% to 65%  
 
Delete “the 35% threshold will be reviewed…. Supplementary planning Guidance.” Insert in H6C (3)” 
including, including internal and external space standards and other design standards” Amend 
targets in H6C (4) to reflect above amendments. 
 
Justification: This would bring the viability threshold into line with the overall affordable housing 
targets and ensure that schemes were only considered under the ‘fast track’ if they were fully 
compliant with the relevant London Plan policies. It would ensure that developers did not fast track 
schemes which were primarily marginally sub-market small units. 



 
 
Policy H7 Affordable Housing tenure  
 
A1 Replace 30% low cost rented homes by 70% A2 Leave 30% target for intermediate homes. Delete 
A3 (40% to be determined by relevant borough)  
Para 4.7.4 Affordable rent products should have costs no greater than 30% net income for 
households with income in the lowest quartile of London household incomes. Further guidance will 
be given in Supplementary Planning guidance and updated annually through the Annual Monitoring 
Report. Para 4.7.6 At least 50% of shared ownership units provided within a development should be 
affordable by households on annual incomes below £45,000. This will be updated on an annual basis 
through the Annual Monitoring Report.  
Para 4.7.8 At least 50% of intermediate rented units provided within a development should be 

affordable by households on annual incomes below £45,000. This will be updated on an annual basis 

through the Annual Monitoring Report.  

 

 

Justification 

 

 These amendments introduce targets for different types of affordable housing which are based on 

the proportionate requirements set out in the SHMA. They reintroduce explicit income related 

definitions for different types of affordable housing and would ensure that part of the sub-market 

intermediate provision are targeted at middle income households and not just at those at the top of 

the intermediate housing income range. This was specified in some previous London Plans. 

 

 

 

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?  
 
No. As set out above, specific definitions for each type of sub-market housing product are 
required. These should be related to income levels of the specific target group. This 
approach was adopted in the 2004 London Plan. 
 
The Plan policies defining the affordability of different categories of sub-market housing are 
unsatisfactory. This is a complex issue given Government policies state that any housing for sale at a 
price below 80% of market value and for rent at below 80% market rent is considered to be  
affordable in planning terms and consequently contributes to any affordable housing target set in a 

Local Plan. The former Mayor of London was required by central government to remove the 

separate definition of social rent from the 2011 London Plan. However, the Government now 

recognises the need for new social rented housing (including council housing) and the opportunity to 

restate a satisfactory income-related definition of social rented housing should not be lost, as it 

would now be difficult for the Government to object to this. The Mayor should be seen to be taking 

a lead. Para 4.74 on London Affordable Rent (put forward as a new form of low-cost rent) , refers to 



rent levels well below the Government’s definition of ‘ affordable rent’ (which is at up to 80% 

market rent) ‘ based on traditional social rents’ and then refers to the Mayor’s Affordable Homes 

Programme 2016-21. However, this is not a statutory planning document. Moreover, this 

programme terminates in 2021 at which point a new programme will be established, with 

potentially new funding criteria, whereas the new Plan is to extend to 2041. The term ’traditional 

social rent’ is not defined within the Plan and there is no reference to rent levels in relation to 

household income levels. The solution to this problem is to restate the definition of social rent 

housing costs (rents and service charges) included in the 2004 and 2008 London Plans as 30% of net 

incomes for the lowest quartile of households. This will ensure schemes aiming to provide low cost 

rent units, whether or not funded from the Mayor’s Affordable Homes Programme, can be assessed 

as to whether or not they meet explicit affordability criteria. This is important given that some 

schemes may be provided directly by boroughs or indirectly through s106 agreements without grant 

from the Mayor’s programme. Para 4.7.5 refers to London Living Rent aimed at households on 

middle incomes. No rent levels are stated. Para 4.7.8 recognises that this is an ‘intermediate’ 

housing product and states that this is aimed at households with incomes up to £80,000 a year. Para 

4.79 referred to an assumption of 40% of net average income for intermediate housing products, 

though the mechanism for assessing proposals for specific schemes is unclear. We think that the 

financial viability appraisal system must reintroduce this affordability assessment mechanism. Paras 

4.7.6 and 4.7.8 refer to London Shared Ownership. This is based on an income limit of £90,000, 

which will also apply to other forms of intermediate housing products such as discounted market 

sale. The previous distinction in upper limits between family sized homes and smaller homes has 

been dropped. While para 4.7.9 encourages boroughs ‘to ensure that intermediate provision 

provides for households with a range of incomes below the upper limit’ to ensure this objective is 

achieved, we consider that it is necessary to reintroduce the requirement (as in the 2008 Plan) that 

half of provision should be for households below a specified mid-point in the income range (which as 

at February was £35,600, but which now would be higher). As in previous years the income limits for 

different types of intermediate provision will be reviewed on an annual basis through the annual 

monitoring report. It would be helpful if the Plan set out as a footnote the methodology for such 

reviews, to give an assurance that affordability in relation to household incomes will not worsen 

over the full plan period. 

 

 

 

b) Would the strategic target of 50% of all new homes to be genuinely affordable be justified in 

light of the identified need?   

 

No.  The SHMA demonstrates that even if the total requirement of 66,000 homes a year was to be 

met, that the proportion of sub-market housing should be 65% rather than 50% 

The SHMA gives annual tenure requirements as:  
23,037 market homes (35% of total) 11,869 intermediate homes (18% of total) 30,972 low cost rent 
homes (47% of total) Taking the two sub market categories together gives an ‘affordable housing’ 
requirement of 65% of the total requirement. As 78% of the backlog is for lower rented 
accommodation, meeting the backlog over a shorter timescale than 25 years, would increase the 
proportion of new homes in the plan period which should be low cost rented homes. There is a 
strong argument for giving priority to meeting the most acute needs, though this factor does not 
seem to be considered in the plan. The affordable housing targets in the plan at policy H7 are: 
Market 50% Intermediate (London living rent and shared ownership) 15%  



Low cost rent 15% Affordable housing to be determined by borough 20%. The disaggregation of 
affordable housing targets is taken from the Mayor’s Housing Strategy which was published in 
advance of the completion of the SHMA. The targets therefore appear to be related to the current 
affordable housing funding regime, rather than the assessment of housing requirements in the 
SHMA. The overall 50% affordable housing target falls short of the 65% requirement. The minimum 
target for social rented housing of 15% is far short of the estimated requirement of 47%, and even if 
all 33 local planning authorities used all of the 20% discretionary element for low cost rent, the 
aggregate would at 35% still fall far short of the 47% requirement.  
We argue that the targets in the plan should be based on the SHMA rather than on the current 

funding regime and as a strategic planning authority the Mayor should set London-wide targets 

rather than leave so much discretion to individual planning authorities - who will have little if any 

regard to needs presented outside their own authority’s area. 

 

c) In requiring major developments which trigger affordable housing requirements to provide 

affordable housing through the threshold approach, would the policy be effective in delivering the 

quantum of affordable housing required?  

 

 

The Plan has no policies on how individual boroughs should set affordable housing targets (and 

targets for different sub-categories of sub-market housing) within their Local Plans. There is no 

replacement for policy 3.11B, C and D in the 2015. This is a significant deficiency. The new approach 

to affordable housing focuses on assessment of individual development proposals with a focus on 

viability assessments rather than on assessment against London-wide or borough-wide targets. This 

approach would allow a borough either to drop any specific borough wide affordable housing target 

or to amend or reduce its current Plan targets. The delivery of the 50% affordable housing target is 

problematic. In previous versions of the London Plan, policies have required each application 

referred to the Mayor to be assessed in relation to the London Plan target – 50% in the 2004 and 

2008 Plans; 40% in the 2011 and 2016. Policy H6 in the new plan, following the recent GLA 

affordable housing and viability SPG, proposes that for private sector led schemes without grant, a 

35% affordable housing output would be acceptable and such a scheme would be exempt from a 

viability assessment. Neither the policy nor SPG specify a minimum proportion of low cost rented 

housing within such a scheme. Policy H6B proposes a 50% affordable housing target on public sector 

land and a 50% target on sites, which are within Strategic Industrial Locations and Locally Significant 

Industrial sites. Other policies seek to protect industrial floorspace, so this assumes higher 

proportions of affordable on mixed use sites, with employment uses retained through 

intensification. There is an assumption that sites with Mayoral grant will provide at least 50% 

affordable housing, but again no minimum proportion for low cost rented housing. It is unclear how 

the aggregation of these different targets will be a London-wide affordable housing outturn of 50%. 

This could only be achieved if a significant proportion of grant funded schemes achieved affordable 

housing outputs of at least 65% - this seems unlikely given current funding regimes and limits on 

grant per home. Moreover, given both funding regimes and targets, the proportion of social rented 

homes will be far below the proportionate requirement of 47% of total net new supply identified in 

the SHMA and possibly below the minimum 15% target set. 

 

 

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

justified and effective?  



 

We support the overall approach. This needs to be applied on a consistent basis to all GLA owned 

land. 

 

 

e) In requiring on site affordable housing generally, would the policy provide adequate flexibility 

to take account of local circumstances? 

 

Only in relation to a) a site  being appropriate for only specific types of housing output (for example 

unsuitable for family housing, or b) where a variation from a norm housing mix is justified either by 

differential housing needs or c) is justified by an overconcentration of specific housing types or 

tenures within the neighbouring area.  

 

 

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

circumstances? 

 

Yes. We support the criteria for off-site provision and cash in lieu contributions set out in  paras 4.5.5 

to  4.5.11.  

 

 

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

 

Our reservations are set out in the above responses and the amendments proposed above would 

correct the deficiencies in the proposed policies. 

  

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?  

 

We do not support the policies relating to assessment thresholds and the fast track route. Given the 

variation in costs and values between specific sites, all development proposals should be subject to a 

full financial appraisal.  Should a threshold system for a simplified appraisal process be considered, 

the threshold should be set at full policy compliance, that is 50% affordable housing with compliance 

in relation to scheme components including different categories of sub-market housing and 

bedroom size mix. 

 

 

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

of identified need?   

 

In order to achieve this objective, policy H6B needs to be amended as proposed above.  

 



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

affordable homes?  

 

We support the proposed approach. All scheme amendments should require a full revised financial 

appraisal. 

 

 

d) Would the approach taken to determining benchmark land value be justified?   

 

Benchmark land values should be determined on the basis that development proposals are fully 

compliant with the policies set out in the London Plan, including requirements relating to different 

types of affordable housing, built form and bedroom size mix. This is consistent with government 

policy guidance. 

 

 

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? 

 

We support the proposed approach. 

 

 

 f) Would the review mechanism as set out in Policy H6E2 be justified and effective in increasing 

delivery?   

 

We support the proposed approach. 

  

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? 

 

The targets set are far too low in relation to the proportionate requirements identified in the SHMA.  

The amendments required to ensure they are consistent are set out above. 

 

 

 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?   

 

No. The target for low cost rented homes is far below that identified in the SHMA. We do not agree 

with the level of discretion proposed for individual borough plans as proposed in H7 A2) 

Housing requirements and capacity must e considered on a regional basis -that is the whole point of 

the Mayor’s role as a strategic planning and housing authority. The amendments required to ensure 

appropriate use of development capacity across London are set out above. 

 

c) Would the preferred affordable housing tenures be justified and effective in meeting identified 



need? 

 

The presumption in para 4.7.2 is redundant if policy H7 is amended as proposed above. 

 

 

 d) Would the mechanism for review of the preferred tenures through supplementary planning 

guidance in 2021 be justified and effective?  

 

No.  Targets should be set as policies within the Plan and only revised following the normal process 

of plan review, including evidence base, proposal, consultation and Examination in Public. 

  

Policy H8 Monitoring Affordable Housing 

 

 

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

 

We support the proposed policy. 


