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FAO Carmel Edwards, 
 
Hearing Statement, Matter 31, Specialist Older Persons Housing  
 
I write on behalf of PRP, an interdisciplinary architecture practice based in London in 
response to Panel Note 6: Annex 1 Matters for Consideration at the Examination in 
Public.  
 
PRP is exceptionally well placed to assist the Mayor in commenting on the draft London 
Plan with respect to housing choices for older people.  PRP have over two decades 
experience of running a team of some 40 architects who work exclusively in the older 
persons sector.  We are the market leaders in the UK with a portfolio of completed 
projects from the past 20 years that extend beyond 200 and which represent over 10,000 
built dwellings or care beds for older people across the country.  Our London experience 
stretches across 20 of the 32 London Boroughs within which we have completed or have 
consent for 46 buildings representing some 2,100 dwellings or care beds for older people. 
 
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? 
 
In paragraph 4.15.3 of the supporting text for policy H15, definitions are applied to the 
different typologies of specialist housing. Sheltered Accommodation is defined as C3 and 
this is supported by PRP. However extra care accommodation (also referred to as 
assisted living, close care, or continuing care housing) is also defined as C3 and this is 
incorrect and must be remedied prior to the adoption of this plan.   
 
The GLA topic paper: specialist older persons housing (November 2017) wrongly distils 
down the complex issue of C2 v C3 in specialist housing typologies to two narrow areas 
of the 'front door test' and the level of care that residents are obligated to receive. 
 
The Royal Town Planning Institute Good Practice note 8 Extra Care Housing 
development planning, control and management (appended to this hearing statement) 
states it is ‘problematic’ as the regulations stand, to issue definitive local guidance on 
planning treatment of extra care housing. However the draft London Plan does just that 
and takes a binary approach to use classes of Specialist Housing where it is clear that 
this is detrimental to its positive provision of different housing typologies. 
 
This narrow approach to the use class of specialist housing is wildly at odds with the 
much more pragmatic advice as set out in the Mayor's Housing SPG (2016) which sets 
out at paragraph 3.7.18 that inter alia:  
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Consultants suggest that the most robust way of distinguishing between the two is the 
‘front door’ test – if the unit of accommodation has its own front door then it is usually C3, 
if not it is C2. However, development management experience suggest in many cases 
this may require some refinement to take appropriate account of the components of care 
and support and level of communal facilities such as those associated with some Extra 
Care schemes where units may have their own front door but functionally are effectively 
C2. Providing the proposal is justified by identified need and addresses wider policy 
considerations, the planning system should not be used to restrict development of either 
– this is an evolving market and provision should not be constrained by what, in need 
terms, might appear to be an arbitrary and perhaps dated planning distinction.   
 
The Housing SPG goes on to state at paragraph 3.7.19 that:  
 
However, neither should development proposals be categorised incorrectly (perhaps to 
avoid s106 contributions which are normally expected of C3 development). This is an 
area in which boroughs should carefully consider local needs and viability concerns in 
taking decisions about the use of planning obligations.   
 
At the highest level, the definition of use classes within the London Plan is not within the 
control of the Mayor and is not appropriate in a strategic document. It would be however 
appropriate for the mayor to guide decision makers on what might be expected within 
developments to conform to certain definitions of typologies within the Specialist Older 
Persons Housing policy.  
 
The definition of Extra Care Housing is largely supported by PRP but should be 
strengthened in order to delineate the provisions of true extra care housing from a 
housing product that is otherwise C3 in use class.   
 
The Draft New London Plan showing Minor Suggested Changes sets out the definition of 
extra care accommodation in paragraph 4.15.3. In order to make the plan effective this 
should be reworded so that the definition of extra care accommodation as C3 is removed 
and the description of Extra Care should be amended as follows:  
 
Extra care accommodation (also referred to as assisted living, close care, or continuing 
care housing) is self-contained residential accommodation and associated facilities, 
designed and managed to meet the needs and aspirations of older people with a need for 
additional care above that offered by conventional retirement housing, and which 
provides 24-hour access to on site emergency support. A range of additional facilities 
must be made are normally available such as a residents’ lounge, laundry room, a 
restaurant or meal provision facilities, classes, and a base for health care workers. CQC 
registered domiciliary care will be available to a minimum level rising dependent on need 
varying levels, either as part of the accommodation package or as additional services 
secured through provisions within individual leases and also through covenants within 
s106 agreements or unilateral undertakings. which can be purchased if required  
 
Other parts of the London Plan use criteria based policies to assist the decision maker in 
assessing compliance with a particular definition. For example, Part B of policy H13 on 
Build to Rent sets out the key criteria to be met for a development to qualify as Build to 
Rent. There is no reason why such an approach could not be deployed in relation to the 
separate typologies considered under policy H15. The position as set out in the housing 
SPG represents a far more pragmatic, and we would suggest more appropriate, stance 
on use classes than presently being promoted in the draft London Plan. A criteria based 
approach puts onus on the decision maker to use judgement on a variety of information 
provided by any applicant and is not the binary, and we feel inappropriate, 'one-size-fits-
all' approach currently being advocated by the Mayor.  
 
b) Would the ‘benchmark numbers’ set out in table 4.4 be justified? 
 
Table 4.4 sets out the Annual borough benchmarks for specialist older persons housing 
(C3) 2017-2029. It is noted that this table puts all tenures into a single target and this 
approach is markedly different to Table A5.1 of the current London Plan which shows 
'indicative annualised strategic benchmarks to inform local targets and performance 
indicators for specialist housing for older people 2015 – 2025'. This splits the target into 
the different tenure types of private rent, intermediate sale and affordable rent which 



 

provides a useful target for each tenure per borough. This is helpful in both decision 
taking and plan making terms for the boroughs and the rationale for putting all into a 
single target in the emerging plan has not been justified by the Mayor.  
 
Information provided by the Associated Retirement Community Operators (ARCO) 
provided the following information which is of relevance to the examination 
 

• There are currently only approximately 900 units of genuine housing-with-care 
developments in London for sale or shared ownership. 

• There are approximately 5,000 units of extra care housing for affordable rent in 
London. 

• Overall, this means that approximately 7,500 older Londoners live in a form of 
Specialist Older Persons Housing providing care and support (5,900 x 1.3 for 
multiple occupancy) – a figure of approx. 0.75%. In other countries, this figure 
stands at 5% or more.   

• Assuming that two thirds of older Londoners own their own home, this means 
that: 

o Less than 0.2% of older homeowners in London live in a retirement 
community providing care and support.  

o Only around 2% of Londoners who are not homeowners live in a 
retirement community providing care and support. 

 
 
PRP request that the emerging London Plan returns to the targets set out for different 
tenures by borough as established in the current Local Plan. 
 
c) What would be the mechanism for monitoring this policy and would it be 
effective? 
 
It is clearly of importance to the mayor and individual boroughs that developments given 
permission as extra care or care homes under a C2 use class remain in this use following 
the grant of planning permission. Again, the attention of the inspectors is drawn to the 
covenant provisions set out in the Build to Rent policy (H13). The provision of a Covenant 
Scheme for the developers of extra care accommodation which meets the criteria of the 
expanded definition set out by PRP could easily be developed by the mayor as a 
mechanism for the monitoring of this policy.  
 
d) Overall, would Policy H15 meet the objective of Policy GG4 in delivering the 
homes Londoners need?  
 
There is a key focus under policy GG4 on delivering the homes the Londoners need. This 
is a clear priority for mayor but does not specifically mention the delivery of housing for 
older people for which there is a clear and apparent need as identified within the 
evidence base which supports the emerging London Plan.  
 
The 2017 Strategic Housing Market Assessment (SHMA) (November 2017) establishes 
that the fastest rates of population growth are expected to be among older age groups 
(due both to the ageing of ‘baby boomers’ and rising life expectancies), which in turn will 
accelerate growth in the number of households due to the propensity of older people to 
form smaller households.  
 
The SHMA goes on to note that 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%. 
 
Recent figures released by the ONS states that the highest increase in life expectancy in 
the last 10 years across all boroughs in the UK was actually in Camden.  
 
The 'Older Londoners and the London Plan: Looking To 2050 - A Report for the Greater 
London Authority 2016' establishes a significant demand across all tenures of specialist 
housing. Further to this established need, the GLA Older Persons Housing Needs 
Assessment 2017, prepared by Three Dragons, actually shows a significant reduction in 
the total stock of specialist housing over the past 3 year mainly due to the 
decommissioning of older blocks across London. Furthermore, whilst there are 



 

numerically enough Care Home beds to meet need, there are significant issues with the 
quality of accommodation provided. It is therefore apparent that this established need is 
pressing and urgent but is currently focused on later specific policies within the emerging 
plan. The need for housing for older people should be firmly established within the central 
thrust of policies relating to 'Good Growth' in London. 
 
PRP is supportive of the Mayor's desire to update the London Plan and meet the 
significant need for housing in the capital. However the approach taken to the provision of 
specialist housing falls well short of what is required to meet this pressing need. In its 
current form, the policies concerning specialised housing are worded in a binary way that 
is not replicated in the more pragmatic, criteria based examples for other typologies of 
housing. 
 
The consequences of implementing the wording of Policy H15 without the modifications 
proposed would be to stifle the provision of much needed accommodation in London in a 
deleterious way that would be harmful to the growth of the capital and the people living 
within it.  
 
Yours sincerely, 
 

 
 
Andy Black  
Director of Planning  
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