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Specialist Older Persons Housing 

M31.  Would Policy H15 provide a justified and effective approach to meeting the housing needs of older 
people in London?  In particular: 

a) Would the approach to affordable housing requirements be effective and justified in supporting the 
delivery of housing for older people?  Would the definition of the different types of older persons’ 
accommodation in terms of use class (class C2 and C3) be effective and justified?  Would it be 
appropriate in a strategic document? 

We strongly support the provision of affordable housing as a general principle, but it is important to remember 
that in mainstream housing developments, our clients usually require separate cores for each tenure, partly to 
simplify management arrangements and partly to create bespoke differences – for example, whereas two 
bedroom apartments for private sale usually offer ensuites and built-in wardrobes, these are not typically 
provided in affordable housing.  

Providers of specialised housing for older people generally prefer a single point of entry, often with a reception 
desk.  Security is often necessary to protect vulnerable residents, including those living with dementia and 
single entrance is safer and less confusing.  Housing with care invariably offers a number of extra, shared 
facilities – lounges, dining rooms, and other activity and/or therapeutic spaces to which all residents should 
have access.  They are therefore considerably more costly to build than mainstream housing. 

Although mixed tenure schemes do exist, most are mono-tenure; providing either affordable rented 
apartments (usually referred to as extra care) or apartments for private sale (usually referred to as retirement 
housing).  Policy H15 does not reflect this distinction or acknowledge that many developments provide 100% 
affordable housing.  We therefore question whether it is reasonable to expect private retirement housing to be 
multi-tenure.  Accepting too, that a single core serving all tenures may pose logistical and/or management 
challenges, it might be more appropriate to require a modest financial contribution in lieu. 

More broadly, it has always been clear that extra care housing and many retirement developments are neither 
mainstream housing nor residential care but sit somewhere between the two.  There are a growing number of 
alternatives options and a review of planning Use Classes is badly needed.  We urge the GLA to work with 
MHCLG to achieve this review and would prefer to have nationally defined criteria and use classes across the 
full range of options in order to achieve consistency.  These classes should be carried through into Building 
Regulations too.  It is not sensible to allow similar schemes to be assigned to different Use Classes at the whim 
of a local authority and we know that some London Boroughs choose to treat extra care housing as C2. 

Until new Use Classes are agreed, C2 may be more appropriate for extra care than C3 as the latter invokes a 
number of policies and standards that are inappropriate for this user group.  These include dwellings mix, 
dwelling size, mainstream accessibility requirements (most providers prefer all flats to be between M4(2) and 
M4(3) rather than 90% M4(2) and 10% M4(3)) and extensive cycle storage for example.  It is tedious to have to 
continually explain why our schemes are not policy compliant.  

The success of New Ground, a co-housing scheme for older women in North Barnet has been notable and 
other similar innovative developments should be incentivised.  But it is not easily classified and there are a 
number of reasons why it would be inappropriate to impose mainstream affordable housing requirements on 
such arrangements. 
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We therefore urge the GLA to comprehensively reconsider its position on housing for older people as it 
appears to be some way behind other parts of the country in terms of the numbers required, the terminology 
(‘sheltered housing’ is rarely used now), the approach to planning and emerging trends. 

b) Would the ‘benchmark numbers’ set out in table 4.4 be justified? 

We are not able to comment on the distribution between boroughs, but the numbers look extremely low.  This 
would seem to represent a very small proportion of the older Londoners likely to be considering downsizing 
and the many others who would be willing to do so if more of the right types of accommodation were available. 

c) What would be the mechanism for monitoring this policy and would it be effective? 

d) Overall, would Policy H15 meet the objective of Policy GG4 in delivering the homes Londoners need? 

For the reasons given above we believe this policy needs substantial revision. 
 


