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Respondent No 1195The Retirement Housing Consortium  
 
Draft London Plan 
 
Viability, Delivering the Plan and Monitoring 
 
Viability and Delivering the Plan 
 
M92. Would the cumulative cost of the policy requirements set out in the 
Plan, along with any other national and local requirements, threaten the 
economic viability of development and put implementation of the Plan at 
serious risk? 
 
Yes. 
 
The Retirement Consortium has been clear within its submissions to the Draft London Plan that 
the viability testing underpinning proposed policies do not accurately or sufficiently examine the 
viability of specialist housing for older people.   
 
What is clear from reviewing the London Plan Viability Study (LPVS) is that it is not possible to 
undertake sufficient testing at such a high level to be satisfied that policies will not be threatened 
by viability at a local level. 
 
 It is therefore completely inappropriate to seek to apply such detailed policies within the draft 
plan without a clear and definitive understanding of viability. As a result, our position is that the 
draft London Plan is not founded upon sufficient evidence in respect of viability for specialist 
housing proposals. 
 
We are therefore firmly of the view that the London-wide affordable housing targets for all forms 
of specialist accommodation – as per the comprehensive redrafting of Policy H15 – are not 
underpinned a sufficiently robust or accurate evidence base.   
 
In accordance with the ‘tests of soundness’ detailed in paragraph 182 of the NPPF (2012) we 
consider that Policies H5, H6 & H7 are not ‘justified’ by a commensurate level of evidence.  
 
It is useful to firstly look at the high level conclusions of the LPVS in respect of specialist housing 
for older people.  
 

• All of the residential uses are tested in five residential value bands (A-E) across London 
except Extra Care which is just tested in C, and Sheltered which is tested in C, D and E.  
 

• Sheltered housing is able to provide 50% affordable housing in Value Band C (Assuming 
the lowest benchmark land value), but not in D or E.  It should be noted though that at a 
high level assessment, the scheme tested was 80 units on a nearly 1ha site. Schemes of 
this size in London are now very rare. The Consortiums schemes are more typically 30-40 
units on a 0.2).2 to 0.4ha site. This has significant implications for the Viability Assessment  
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• Extra care, as was tested for this study, was viable with 35% affordable housing in C but 
not in D or E (where it was unviable with no affordable housing). It should be noted 
though that this is only in the case where the affordable housing tenure being tested is 
100% shared ownership. This is far from the standard tenure split that the London Plan 
proposes (minimum 30%)    

 

• For Sheltered housing in value band C the 50% affordable housing is viable against the 
medium benchmark. However, some of the 35% provision and all of the 20% provision is 
viable against the higher benchmark. In D, 20% is viable against the lower benchmark only. 

 

• Extra Care is only viable against the medium benchmark in C with 35% affordable housing 
at 100% Shared Ownership (Test 7), or with 20% affordable housing with a mix of tenures 
(Test 6). 

 

• The testing concludes that the requirements for Sheltered accommodation may be more 
challenging in some areas. 

 
Our view is that even without adjusting the assumptions within the viability testing to more closely 
align these to reality, the study acknowledges there are viability constraints associated with the 
delivery of specialist housing for older people in London.  
 
We have highlighted a number of technical issues with the LPVS undertaken which demonstrates 
that the testing fails to recognise the typical characteristics of a specialist housing proposal for 
older people.  
 
Gross to Net  
 
The London Plan viability testing assumes communal space extending to 20% of the building area 
for sheltered housing proposals. Our experience is that this percentage should be more than 25% 
of the proposed total area to cater for communal lounges, lodge manager office and guest rooms. 
The average building efficiency for a Churchill Retirement Living scheme is 74% (i.e. 26% non-
saleable area).  
 
The impact of this underestimation in the viability testing is substantial as it removes over circa 
6% of saleable floor area which is replaced with non-saleable communal space. The net impact is 
a considerable reduction in the residual land value of a typical retirement proposal. This further 
worsens the already pessimistic conclusions of the viability study in respect of specialist housing 
for older people.  
 
Typology and Mix 
 
The London Plan viability testing looks at a rigid 80-unit older people’s housing scheme split 50/50 
in terms of 1 and 2 bedrooms. The consortium’s experience in London is that the sites most 
typically accessible for the Consortium tend to be smaller and they often consist of existing 
residential uses e.g. house assemblies. These tend to be in lower density areas where 
developments of 30-40 units at most are achievable.  
 
Providers of specialist housing for older people will therefore struggle to achieve the economies 
of scale associated with the density of proposal tested within the viability analysis supporting the 
draft plan policies.  
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Benchmark Land Values  
 
We share the HBF’s concerns relating to the limitations of the benchmark land values used in the 
viability analysis. A range of low, medium and high BLVs are utilised within the study which in our 
view fail to recognise the type of sites typically developed by specialist housing providers (as 
described above).  
We also query the relevance of the methodology which looks at average BLVs across a range of 
sites across the various bands1 which is derived from dividing specific site BLVs by the specific 
density of that proposal. The averages taken across the banding effectively dilute the value of the 
BLV below what we would consider to be a typical retirement site i.e. existing residential.  
 
As the majority of the Consortium’s 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. By way of an 
example, the CRL Orpington site is located within value band D. The highest BLV tested for that 
area for residential uses if £30,000 per unit. On the CRL 27-unit proposal this would equate to a 
BLV of just £810,000. The actual agreed BLV was in excess of £2 million; clearly the testing 
undertaken for the London Plan presents an overly optimistic conclusion.  
 
Having looked in detail at the BLV analysis, it is clear that the bulk if not all of the examples are 
related to general needs housing developments which in our view will not correlate to the specifics 
of a typical specialist housing proposal.  
  
Tenure Testing 
 
The analysis has treated specialist housing proposals for older people in the same way as general 
needs housing in terms of tenure assumptions. This is despite the current London Plan 
demonstrating that the majority of need in this sector is for discount sale options.2 There are only 
some options tested with 100% low cost home ownership; the primary reporting of this analysis 
should focus on the priority need for the specific type of housing proposed.  
 
Location of recent Consortium Developments 
 
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). PegasusLife are the 
only provider to have secured sites in inner London boroughs (3 sites in Camden and Westminster) 
yielding only 135 units over that period.   
 
The EAC dataset provided within our response to M24 suggests that around 5,319 units of 
specialist accommodation for older people have 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 
already overly optimistic evidence base suggests viability is a fundamental barrier to delivery.  
 
It is abundantly clear that setting of affordable housing requirements for specialist older persons’ 
housing is politically driven rather than evidence based. This is reflected by the consistent and 

                                            
1 
https://www.london.gov.uk/sites/default/files/london_plan_viability_study_technical_report_dec_20
17.pdf Table J2. 
2 London Plan 2016, Annex 5. 

https://www.london.gov.uk/sites/default/files/london_plan_viability_study_technical_report_dec_2017.pdf
https://www.london.gov.uk/sites/default/files/london_plan_viability_study_technical_report_dec_2017.pdf
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repeated failure of the Mayor of London to listen to, or engage with, developers in this sector. This 
is typified by the wholesale rewriting of policy H15 during the Examination Hearing. 
 
This approach is at odds with Government’s intent for Plan making and contrary to the PPG which 
advises: 

The role for viability assessment is primarily at the plan making stage. Viability assessment should 
not compromise sustainable development but should be used to ensure that policies are realistic, 
and that the total cumulative cost of all relevant policies will not undermine deliverability of the 
plan. 

It is the responsibility of plan makers in collaboration with the local community, developers and 
other stakeholders, to create realistic, deliverable policies. Drafting of plan policies should be 
iterative and informed by engagement with developers, landowners, and infrastructure and 
affordable housing providers. 

Paragraph: 002 Reference ID: 10-002-20180724 (emphasis own) 
 
The plan, through draft policy H15, makes it clear that a step change in the delivery of specialist 
housing for older people is a priority. Historically low delivery of older people’s housing suggests 
that there are already fundamental barriers to the delivery of this housing type in London. The 
inclusion of specialist housing proposals within a generic ‘one size fits all approach’ to affordable 
housing viability testing will therefore do little to recognise the barriers to increasing supply and 
in turn will not enable the required step change in delivery required to address identified housing 
need in London.  
 
The Draft London Plan as drafted is not justified as the high level nature of the approach towards 
viability testing should only realistically be used to justify high level strategic policies, the Plan as 
drafted markedly oversteps this remit. Similarly, the wording of policies H5, H6 & H7 is 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. The Draft London Plan cannot be credibly 
considered as either effective or positively prepared accordingly.  
 
 
Is the 50% Strategic Target Justified 
 
We share the HBF’s concerns that the strategic 50% target cannot be justified across London with 
the viability evidence base prepared demonstrating that there are certain value areas whereby it 
is clear that 50% affordable housing delivery without grant funding cannot be achieved across a 
significant proportion of Greater London.  
 
We extend our concern to the appropriateness of applying this general target to specialist housing 
for older people when it is clear that even the overly optimistic testing undertaken casts doubt on 
the deliverability of the target on specialist housing proposals. This is especially the case when it 
comes to the Extra Care housing proposals which the MoL has gone to great lengths (not least of 
which the comprehensive re-writing of Policy H15 during the EiP) to ensure will be caught by the 
requirements of H5, H6 and H7. It is clear that the evidence base fails to support the application 
of affordable housing policy to this type of housing.  
 
The HBF make a very valid point relating to the new NPPF/NPPG assumption that up to date 
policies considered viable leave little room for negotiation on a site by site basis. We believe that 
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we have highlighted considerable problems with the viability base underpinning the draft London 
Plan in respect of specialist housing proposals and that in line with the HBF conclusions, only by 
testing at a local level will adequate evidence exist to impose a specific target.  
 
To conclude that the testing undertaken to inform the plan was sufficient to apply the strategic 
target to specialist housing proposals for older people would be incorrect and in our view would 
end all hope of the Mayor achieving his 4,000 unit per annum target set out within draft policy 
H15.  

 
 
 


