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Respondent No 1195 The Retirement Housing Consortium  
 
Draft London Plan 
 
Viability, Delivering the Plan and Monitoring 
 
Viability and Delivering the Plan 
 
M93. Is Policy DF1 justified and consistent with national policy, and would it 
be effective? In particular: 
 
a) Would the policy be effective in helping to ensure the timely delivery of 
infrastructure to support development proposed in the Plan? 
 
No. The approach is entirely inconsistent with the NPPF 2012 and in our view will not be effective 
in helping to ensure the timely delivery of infrastructure.   
 
The Mayor places unwarranted emphasis on the viability evidence base supporting policies within 
the London Plan. Our submissions in respect of M92 demonstrate that it is impossible for the 
Mayor to have confidence that such policies will not put at risk not just infrastructure delivery, but 
development of specialist housing for older people proposals in general.  
 
Clearly, no infrastructure will be provided when the housing sector cannot build and provide S106 
and CIL contributions due to unworkable London Plan policies. This point is expanded upon further 
within our response to M93b. 

 
b) Is the approach to viability assessments set out in parts A, B and C 
consistent with national policy and is it necessary for this to be set out in the 
Plan rather than left to be determined at the local level? 
 
The Retirement Consortium has repeatedly and consistently advised the Mayor that the level of 
developer contributions sought are not supported by a robust or accurate enough evidence base.  
 
The high-level nature of the approach towards viability testing is such that it should only 
realistically be used to justify high level strategic policies, as per the remit of the Draft London Plan 
(DLP) as per Part VIII of the Greater London Authority (GLA) Act 1999 (Section 334 (5). The 
Retirement Consortium has detailed at length in its response to other matters (Please refer to 
response to M7: Form Scope & Content of the Plan) how the London Plan goes beyond its function 
as a strategic document and in the interests of brevity we will not repeat these arguments.  In 
summary however, the Draft London Plan proposes detailed policies, akin to those in a Local Plan, 
that are not commensurately underpinned by a proportionate evidence.   
 
It is our view and that a London wide 50% target for Affordable Housing in the Draft London Plan 
is ideological in nature and not underpinned by sufficiently robust evidence. The HBF’s response 
to Matter M24 (f): Affordable Housing interrogates the Local Plan Viability Assessments for the 
London Borough’s, which are more detailed and consequentially more robust than the ‘high level 
study’ underpinning the Draft London Plan.  The HBF demonstrates that for ‘conventional’ or 
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‘general needs’ housing in a significant number of the London Borough’s will struggle with the 50% 
affordable housing target and in many cases the 35% threshold target.   
 
It is widely recognised that the viability of specialist forms of accommodation is more finely 
balanced than conventional forms of housing. Our response to Matter M24: Affordable Housing 
and Matter M92: Viability & Delivering the Plan comprehensively demonstrates how the viability 
evidence underpinning the London Plan establishes that specialist older persons’ housing cannot 
viably support the level of developer contributions sought by the Mayor.  
 
Developers of these forms of accommodation are consequentially unable to fully comply with the 
Development Plan policies at the point of land acquisition as they would be unviable or 
uncompetitive at the outset.  Sub-clause A. of Policy DF1 is therefore not feasible for the specialist 
retirement sector and consequentially is neither justified nor effective in accordance with the 
NPPF’s test of soundness.   
 
Omitting or setting aside viability evidence in order to provide ideological affordable housing 
requirements not only significantly inhibits the delivery of older persons’ housing but creates an 
unworkable framework for Planning Officers in the Development Management teams of the 
London Boroughs.  
 
By way of an example BNP Paribas carried out a viability assessment in October 2013 of the draft 
Croydon Local Plan detailed policies and proposals. The study methodology compared residual 
land values of a range of developments on sites throughout the Borough applying the Council’s 
policy requirements.  The study used 27 development typologies of which one including sheltered 
housing developments. The viability study demonstrated that an application of an affordable 
housing policy at even 10% affordable housing provision would rendered the sheltered housing 
scheme unviable. 
 
Contrary to the findings of this study however Croydon adopted Policy SP2.5 sub-clause (c) which  
stipulates a requirement for:   
 
“a minimum level of 15% affordable housing on the same site as the proposed development plus 
the simultaneous delivery of the equivalent of 15% affordable housing on a donor site with a prior 
planning permission in addition to that site’s own requirement.” 
 
Despite the submission, and acceptance by the Council Officers of, site specific viability evidence 
McCarthy & Stone were forced to take a scheme in Purley to Appeal (App Ref: 18/01377/FUL) as 
their proposal could not meet the onerous and unrealistic requirements of the Council’s policies.  
 
Providers of specialist accommodation for older people are placed at a further disadvantage 
through the Viability Methodology and ‘threshold approach’ detailed in the Mayor’s Affordable 
Housing and Viability SPG.   Schemes are entitled to the fast track where they 
 

- Deliver at least 35% affordable housing on-site without public subsidy; 
- Are consistent with the relevant tenure split and meet other obligations and requirements 

to the satisfaction of the LPA and Mayor where relevant; and 
- Have sought to increase the level of affordable housing beyond 35% by accessing grant. 

 
As per our response to Matter 24c): Affordable Housing, the threshold approach applied blindly 
to all typologies places providers of specialist housing for older people at a further competitive 
disadvantage in acquiring sites. For well-established management reasons these forms of 
accommodation cannot provide affordable housing in block.  
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The MoL’s team have repeated asserted both in Hearing Statements and during Hearing Sessions, 
that the historic lack of affordable housing in-block by developers of specialist housing for older 
people was simply a business decision for some companies in the sector. The examples of mixed 
tenure specialist older persons’ housing as cited in their Grounds of Resistance for the Legal 
Challenge were however comprehensively rebutted at the time (See Appendix 1.).  We consider 
the Mayor’s assertions in this regard are baseless.   
 
In light of the criteria of the ‘fast track route’, developers of specialist older persons’ housing for 
sale will be subject to a higher hurdle for affordable housing – i.e. they are to be judged against a 
minimum level of 50% as opposed to 35% and subject to review, including a late stage review once 
75% of all units are sold. 
 
This approach creates considerable uncertainty for potential developers of retirement housing 
and their funders which impacts on the ability to compete for land.  
 
Policy DF1 therefore places developers of older persons’ housing in an untenable position.  They 
must account for a level of developer contributions at the land acquisition stage which the London 
Plan’s own evidence base shows they cannot viability support. Inevitably to take a site forward 
therefore a specialist housing provider will need to argue site specific viability, to which they will 
be assessed against the time and resource intensive review process detailed in the Affordable 
Housing SPG and subject to a late stage review.  
 

 
c) Is the infrastructure prioritisation set out in part D justified? 
 
We agree that it is appropriate for the DLP to set out its priorities for the delivery of infrastructure 
and affordable housing where planning obligations cannot viably be supported by a specific 
development. We note that parts D1&2 recognise the impact that large sites and affordable 
workspace, and culture and leisure facilities can have on delivering infrastructure and ‘good 
growth’ however the benefits associated with the delivery of specialist housing for older people 
should also be recognised in this way.  
 
It has become increasingly accepted that specialist housing for older people y has beneficial 
impacts on mental and physical health, safety and security, enabling older people to live 
independently and continue or resume daily activities with greater confidence and sense of 
wellbeing. The London School of Economics reported in 2017 that the cost to society of an older 
lonely person is £6,000 per year, largely due to the links between loneliness and physical and 
mental health problems. Studies show that the mental, emotional and physical health of residents 
often improves following a move to specialist accommodation. The benefits of all forms of 
specialised housing are broader than the direct availability of care such that provided in an extra 
care development: security and companionship are valued by older people and have a positive 
impact on health - particularly mental health - and wellbeing. This is why the NPPG now recognises 
that “Supporting independent living can help to reduce the costs to health and social services”  
(Paragraph: 017 Reference ID: 2a-017-20190220)  It is crucially important that these benefits to 
local communities are also recognised when considering a sheltered or extra care scheme which 
cannot viably support planning obligations.  
 
It is therefore recommended that D should be amended by the following addition: 
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3) Recognise the role specialist housing for older people can play in (a) delivering improved 
housing  options and with it improved health and wellbeing with consequent benefits in reducing 
costs to health and social services (b) delivering “good growth” through addressing under 
occupation   
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Site No. Site LPA/ 
Application 
No.  

Type/Name 
of 
Applicant 

Description of 
Development 
 

Number of 
units 

Amount /Type of 
Affordable provided 

Review Mechanism 
Required? 

1 N/A N/A Housing 
Care 21 

N/A N/A N/A N/A 

2 N/A N/A Sanctuary 
Supported 
Living 

N/A N/A N/A N/A 

3 Hampton 
House, 20 
Albert 
Embankment 

London 
Borough of 
Lambeth 
 
Planning 
application 
no. 
12/04422/FUL 

Berkeley / 
St James 
Group 

Demolition and 
redevelopment of the 
existing building and 
the erection of a part 
15, part 16-24, part 
19-27 storey building 
to provide a 
residential led mixed 
use development 
comprising ground 
floor cafe/restaurant 
uses (A3); office (B1); 
residents gym and 
members lounge; and 
248 residential units, 
together with ancillary 
residential facilities, 
associated amenity 
space, car, motorcycle 
and cycle parking, 
access and servicing, 
refuse storage and 
collection facilities and 
landscaped public 
piazza. 

The 
applicant 
provided a 
viability 
appraisal. 
33.5 % (85 
units) 
affordable 
housing. 

The scheme will be 
delivering ‘senior 
living’ housing (for 
people aged 55 and 
over), all of which 
will be affordable 
units; these units will 
be the only type of 
affordable provision 
delivered on the site. 

Yes, below 35% AH 
Provided.  
 
Affordable units. 
Not a mixed tenure 
scheme.  

4 Kidbrooke 
Village, 
Greenwich 

London 
Borough of 
Greenwich 

Berkeley 
Homes Ltd 

A hybrid application 
for outline planning 
permission and full 

4,000 units 
(37% 
affordable) 

A mix of 101 two-
bedroom and 69 
one-bedroom 

No. 
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5 
Planning 
application 
no. 
08/2782/O 

details of Phase 1. The 
outline proposal 
includes 4,000 
residential units, 37% 
of which will be 
affordable housing 
including 303 care 
home flats. A mix of 
other uses is also 
proposed including 
retail and leisure, 
office, community 
space, hotel, GP 
surgery and a 
replacement primary 
school. The proposals 
include associated 
landscaping, new open 
space, vehicle and 
cycle parking. Phase 1 
of the development 
will be for 449 units, 
50% of which will be 
affordable (split as 
59/41 social/shared 
ownership). 

apartments, Halton 
Court is designed to 
set new standards 
for senior living 
while remaining 
affordable: the 
homes are 
predominantly for 
social rent, with 20 
available for shared 
ownership. The 
development is seen 
as key to creating a 
balanced community 
at Kidbrooke Village, 
a Berkeley 
regeneration scheme 
providing 4,800 new 
homes. Communal 
facilities include a 
village hall, 
restaurant and bar, 
hair salon, treatment 
and spa rooms, a 
laundry and an IT 
suite. Outdoor space 
has wheelchair 
access, and two 
rooftop gardens with 
sensory planting 
provide views over 
surrounding 
parkland. The Homes 
and Communities 
Agency provided 



Appendix 1  - Hearing Statement Matter 93 Viability - Respondent No 1195 The Retirement Housing Consortium 

£21.2 million 
funding. 

5 Cheviot 
Gardens, 
West 
Norwood, 
Lambeth 

London 
Borough of 
Lambeth  
Planning 
application 
no. 
12/03809/FUL 

Notting Hill 
Housing, 

Demolition of existing 
66 units of sheltered 
housing. The 
erection of a part 3, 
part 4, part 5 storey 
buildings including 
basement level 
comprising of 66 
sheltered housing 
units 
and 18 private housing 
units (C3 use class) 
together with 
ancillary community 
facilities comprising of 
cafe, 
restaurant, activity 
rooms, hair salon etc. 
Landscaping 
scheme along with 
refuse and recycling 
storage, cycling 
storage and 14 car 
parking spaces 
including 2 disabled 
car 
parking spaces. 

78% 
Affordable 
and 22% 
shared 
ownership.  

 No. 

6 Aylesbury 
Estate, 
Walworth 
Southwark 

application 
reference 
14/AP/3843 

Notting Hill 
Housing, 

Demolition of existing 
buildings and 
redevelopment to 
provide a mixed use 
development 
comprising a number 
of buildings ranging 

50% 
Affordable 

 Phased 
development.  



Appendix 1  - Hearing Statement Matter 93 Viability - Respondent No 1195 The Retirement Housing Consortium 

between 2 to 20 
storeys in height 
(9.45m - 72.2m AOD), 
providing 830 
residential dwellings 
(Class C3); flexible 
community use, early 
years facility (Class D1) 
or gym (Class D2); 
public and private 
open space; formation 
of new accesses and 
alterations to existing 
accesses; energy 
centre; gas pressure 
reduction station; 
associated car and 
cycle parking and 
associated works.” 

        

 


	Hearing Statement Matter 93 Viability - Respondent No 1195 The Retirement Housing Consortium
	Appendix 1 - M93

