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Respondent No 1195 
The Retirement Housing Consortium    
 
Draft London Plan 
Specialist Older Persons Housing   
 
Matter 31 
 
 
M31. Would Policy H15 provide a justified and effective approach to 
meeting the housing needs of older people in London? In particular:  
 

 

a (i)  

 

Would the approach to affordable housing requirements be effective and 
justified in supporting the delivery of housing for older people?  

 
No. 
 
The policy at (a) and supporting paragraphs 4.15.1-4.15.2 purport to support the 
provision of older persons housing. Stronger policy support is required if the annual 
benchmarks set out at Table 4.4 are going to be realised given the significant under 
delivery against these figures presently.  The GLA Older Persons Housing Needs 
Assessment Report 2017 (OPHNA) which informs Table 4.4 advises that “This 
level of delivery is a step change from the 471 new homes a year which have been 
consented in the past two years”. 
 
During the 2016/17 monitoring period, just 637 specialist housing for older people 
units were granted approval. 15 LB’s provided none at all.  When measured against 
the 4,000 unit per annum identified need, providers have been struggling to bring 
forward sites to meet this pressing housing need.  
 
The Consortium is responsible for the delivery of over 90% of the supply of new 
specialist housing across the UK for sale and yet in the past year not secured any  
new sites in London due to the economic uncertainty and uncertainty caused by 
the DLP.  It has 6 sites (171 units) between planning application and decision, 5 of 
which are at Appeal with decisions expected in early 2019 with nothing thereafter.  
 
The Table 4.4 annual targets are broadly similar to the targets set out within Annex 
5 of the current London Plan. As discussed below, unlike Table 4, the current 
London Plan Annex  provides a tenure breakdown for older persons’ housing. A 
tenure split in accordance with Table A5.1 would be private sale (67%), 
intermediate sale (24%) for affordable housing (8%). This shows that the priority 
need is for market housing. With a marked failure in addressing that benchmark, 
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and with an ageing population in London and increasing need as identified by the 
OPHNA, the priority need can only remain and has most likely increased. 
 
 
This demonstrates that the affordable housing targets set out within draft policy H5 
when related to specialist housing proposals for older people are not 
supported by evidence and do not reflect the tenure requirements of this 
demographic group.  The DLP cannot be considered to be justified or 
positively prepared under the ‘tests of soundness’ detailed in paragraph 182 
of the NPPF (2012). 
 
It also demonstrates that the London Plan needs to give stronger policy 
support and address rather than add to the challenges that the deliverers of 
market older persons housing face in London. 
  
Policy H15B (1) recognises none of this but rather insists on the application of the 
full requirements of Policy H5 and Policy H6 for older persons housing  (with parts 
2 and 3 applying other design requirements in full, irrespective of any assessment 
of the ability of such schemes to do so).   While the Consortium has not been asked 
to attend the H5 and H6 hearings, it has made detailed submissions in respect of 
these polices (Matter 24). The Panel is asked to refer to these in consideration of 
this issue 
 
 
As evidenced by the submissions, the Policy as drafted would therefore not be 
effective in addressing the housing needs of older people as it would inhibit the 
ability of developers to deliver and in its proposed application of the same policies 
for affordable housing does not recognise the priority needs to be addressed.  

 
The extent to which specialist older persons housing developments should be 
required to deliver affordable housing should be left to the London LPAs to decide 
as they prepare their local plans. This would also ensure that the viability of these 
forms of accommodation has been tested with sufficient robustness, which is 
unfortunately not the case in this instance (further details will be provided for the 
Viability session). They should be changed to address which form of tenure should 
be prioritised.  
  
 
a (ii) 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?  

 
No 
 
Whilst the Consortium supports the views of the HBF in respect of the proposed 

DLP definition of sheltered housing, it accepts that sheltered housing falls within 

Class C3. 

The Policy also refers to Extra Care (EC) falling within C3 but provides no reason  

for this. Noting its definition of residential nursing care accommodation though, it is 
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evident that the distinction drawn is based solely on self-containment of the 

apartments. 

It is wrong to do so and runs contrary to good practice, guidance, appeal precedent 

and case law in this respect. The Housing Learning and Improvement Network1 

(HLin)  Fact sheet  “Extra Care Housing – What is it in 2015” brings this together. 

It also sets out the “Core Ingredients” of EC which includes: 

Fully self-contained properties where occupants have their own front doors, 
and tenancies or leases which give them security of tenure and the right to 
control who enters their home  

 
EC accommodation covers a wide spectrum of care and support. It is well 
established through good practice, guidance, appeal precedent and case law that 
the determining factors as to use class is not self-containment but the nature of the 
care and support provided, and the facilities that come with it. The DLP rather 
determines that if apartments are self-contained then they must fall within Use 
Class C3 but a “Core ingredient” is self-containment and it is well established that 
EC can fall within C2 or C3.  
 
The HLin Note is instructive as to how Use Class should be considered and 
postdates all the reports referred to in the GLA TP3 Specialist Older Persons 
Housing which is drafted in attempted justification of the DLP position. The Topic 
Paper heavily relies on research commissioned by the GLA in 2011 entitled “The 
role of the planning system in delivering housing choices for older Londoners” 
(2012) which itself relies on the HLIN Planning Use Classes and Extra Care 
Housing, Housing LIN Viewpoint 20. (November 2011) (see paragraphs 4.15 - 4.17 
of the research referred to at Page 9 of TP3). 
 
HLin Fact Sheet 2015 which the Consortium applies supersedes Viewpoint 20  and 
was prepared in acknowledgment of the fast developing and diversifying EC sector 
and the need to update guidance on issues arising from this evolution. It makes 
absolutely no reference to “self containment”  being determinant as it is now  found 
(and should always have been) irrelevant to determination of Use Class 
 
 
The former London Housing SPD (March 2016) is also helpful.  Whilst its 
definitions  were, in part, questionable, it recognised that determination is not 
simply a matter of self-containment. Paragraph 3.7.18 stated: 

 
 
“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.” 

 
It then stated though: 

 

                                            
1 Housing Lin was formerly responsible for managing the Department of Health's (DH) Extra Care 
Housing capital programme and is now is the leading 'knowledge hub' for a growing network of 
housing, health and social care professionals in England involved in planning, commissioning, 
designing, funding, building and managing housing with care for older people.   
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However, development management experience suggests in some cases 
this may require some refinement to take appropriate account of the 
components of care and support such as those associated with some Extra 
Care schemes where units may have their own front door but functionally 
are effectively C2.  

 
The preceding paragraph stated:   

 
While some specialised housing is clearly institutional in character and has 
a well-defined element of ‘care’ (typically registered with the Care Quality 
Commission, previously the Commission for Social Care Inspection) and 
can be readily categorised as falling within Use Class C2, other forms 
appear to be on the cusp between this and conventional C3 housing. 
,  

Unlike the DLP, this recognised that care and support was the determining factor. 
Its revised position is certainly not supported by current good practice, guidance, 
case law or appeal precedent2 which all support the Consortium’s position where 
they relate to genuine EC schemes.  
 
   
Therefore, the DLP is wrong in the determination that it makes. Moreover, the 

decision as to whether an application for older persons housing is C2 or C3 is a 

matter for the LPA to decide based on the specifics of each scheme and should 

not be regarded as a strategic matter.  

Part C should be deleted as neither effective, justified or appropriate.  

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

                                            
2 For example: 

Brooklands Farm, Cheltenham Road, Evesham, Worcestershire WR11 2LW. Dated 15th December 2012.  
Appeal Ref: APP/H1840/A/13/2193666 (paras 17 -22) 
 
Land off Manor Road, Stratford-upon-Avon CV37 7EA dated 20 June 2012.  Appeal Ref: 
APP/J3720/A/11/2153222 (para 85-86)  
 
Former Portishead Primary School Site, Slade Road, Portishead, BS20 6BD )   9 October 2012  Appeal Ref: 
APP/D0121/A/12/2168918 (paras 17-21 and 29) 
 
Greaves Hotel, 142 Greaves Road, Lancaster, LA1 4UW dated 24 September 2013. Appeal Ref: 
APP/A2335/A/13/2195739  
 
Prewetts Mill, Worthing Road, Horsham, West Sussex, RH12 1ST dated 22nd March 2016.  Appeal Ref: 
APP/Z3825/W/15/3133676 (para 20-  21) 
 
The Knowle, Station Road, Sidmouth, Devon, EX10 8HL dated 22nd January 2018 Appeal Ref: 
APP/U1105/W/17/3177340 (paras 37-54) 
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The provision of annualised targets for different types and tenures of housing is a 
key matter and it is imperative that this information is presented clearly within the 
DLP.   
  
In the case of specialist older persons’ housing, annual benchmarks for the delivery 
of specialist older persons’ housing (C3) for each of the London Boroughs are 
provided in Table 4.4. 
 
The target is broadly similar to that of Annex 5 of the current London Plan but does 
not include a tenure breakdown unlike Annex 5 of current LP. LPA’s are generally 
unaware of tenure requirements for specialist older persons’ housing which differs 
from that of ‘general needs’ housing (as per our response to M4 ai) detailed above). 
There is a danger that LPA’s will apply normal open market tenure requirements to 
specialist older persons’ housing.  We have provided table below which compares 
the annualised housing targets in both Table A5.1 of the Adopted London Plan and 
Table 4.4 of the DLP. 
 
 
 

London Boroughs Annual indicative requirement benchmarks 

Table A5.1 of Annex 5 of the adopted London 
Plan 

Table 4.4. of 
DLP 

Total Private 
Sale 

Intermediate 
Sale 

Affordable 
rent 

Total 

Barking and 
Dagenham 

70 50 15 5 70 

Barnet  225 155 60 10 275 

Bexley  135 90 45 0 145 

Brent 175 105 35 35 230 

Bromley 205 140 65 0 210 

Camden 100 65 20 15 105 

City of London 0 0 0 0 10 

Croydon 195 140 55 0 225 

Ealing 180 135 40 5 200 

Enfield 170 120 50 0 195 

Greenwich 85 65 20 0 105 

Hackney 55 25 10 20 40 

Hammersmith & 
Fulham 

60 45 15 0 70 

Haringey 100 80 20 0 110 

Harrow 150 110 40 0 165 

Havering 185 135 50 0 185 

Hillingdon 155 115 40 0 180 

Hounslow 145 95 30 20 135 

Islington 90 30 10 50 60 

Kensington & 
Chelsea 

100 60 20 20 85 

Kingston upon 
Thames 

95 70 25 0 105 

Lambeth 75 55 15 5 70 
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Lewisham 115 65 25 25 100 

Merton 110 80 30 0 105 

Newham 75 55 15 5 85 

Redbridge  120 75 45 0 155 

Richmond upon 
Thames 

135 105 30 0 155 

Southwark 115 45 15 55 65 

Sutton  105 79 35 0 100 

Tower Hamlets 70 25 10 35 45 

Waltham Forest 90 65 25 0 110 

Wandsworth  105 80 25 0 120 

Westminster 110 70 20 20 100 

London Total  3900 2620 955 325 4,115 

 
The omission of the Annex 5 approach is a retrograde step. The Consortium made 
the point repeatedly in our representations to the DLP that this was both ill-
advised and unhelpful in identifying and addressing needs.  
 
The current LP Annex 5 approach should be duly retained and repeated either in 
Table 4.4 or as a revised annex.  
 
The rationale for removing tenure breakdown for older persons’ housing in the DLP 
has never been justified.  At face value therefore we must regrettably conclude that 
the rationale behind removing the tenure split is that is helpful in asserting the 
MoL’s ideologically based affordable housing requirement. This is at odds with the 
tenure needs of older Londoners and the DLP cannot be considered to be positively 
prepared as a result.  
 
 
 
c) What would be the mechanism for monitoring this policy and would it be 
effective?  

 

We support the HBF submission that this policy should be monitored through the 
London Plan AMR but that monitoring should be expanded to include breakdowns 
of tenure delivered as well as detail of approvals during the morning year.  

 

An historic lack of detail in relation to delivery of specialist older persons’ 
accommodation has hidden the overwhelming undersupply of this housing typology 
and failure by the Mayor and the London Boroughs in addressing the housing 
needs of older Londoners.  

 

 

d) Overall, would Policy H15 meet the objective of Policy GG4 in delivering 
the homes Londoners need?  
 
No. 
 
Policy H15 is welcome, however it does not go far enough to encourage a step 
change in delivery of specialist housing for older people. When taken together with 
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draft policies H5-H9, any positive incentive introduced in draft policy H15 is 
effectively nullified. The Mayor has consistently failed to take on board the detailed 
representations made by the Consortium in relation to draft policies.  
 
The DLP cannot be considered to be effective, justified or positively prepared as a 
consequence is unsound. 
 
Policy H15 shoul be amended so  that flexibility is allowed for specialist housing 
proposals to ensure that the fast track route can be offered even when offsite 
contributions are agreed. This would apply in the same manner as proposed Policy 
H2 (Small Sites).  
 
As per the HBF submission, the omission of Annex 5 of the current LP is a mistake. 
It patently benefits  local plan making.  
 
The type and tenure split provided by Annex 5 of the current London Plan should 
be retained in Table 4.4  
 


