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London Tenants 
Federation 

 

Boris Johnson 
Mayor of London 
GLA, City Hall 
The Queens Walk 
London SE1 2AA 
 

31st July 2012 

Response to consultation on the  
Revised Early Minor Alterations to the London Plan 

 

London Tenants Federation feels that the Mayor must consider fully the 
special circumstances and conditions in London, in attempting to ensure the 
London Plan conforms to the National Planning Policy framework; particularly 
those relating to the wide polarisation of the capital’s communities, 
excessively high land and property values, on-going unmet need for low-cost 
rented homes and, as a result, displacement of low income households. 

LTF suggests that a simple technical approach to ensuring conformity, as is 
suggested in the revised alterations to the London Plan, fails to address 
instances where contradictions are likely to result in terms of the content of the 
NPPF’s application in London and of the content of the London Plan.   
 

We suggest that these occur particularly, but not exclusively, in relation to 
proposed changes to Chapter 3.  
 

The NPPF says that the planning system is to contribute to the achievement 
of sustainable development. It says there are three dimensions of sustainable 
development: economic, social and environmental and that these dimensions 
give rise to the need for the planning system to perform a number of roles, 
including a social role ‘supporting strong, vibrant and healthy communities, by 
providing the supply of housing required to meet the needs of the present and 
future generations; and by creating a high quality built environment, with 
accessible local services that reflect the community’s needs and support its 
health, social and cultural well-being’.   
 

If the homes being built in London only meet the needs of households whose 
incomes are some way above the median level, leaving a larger number more 
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heavily dependent on housing benefit to meet the cost of their housing or 
having to move out of the capital to meet housing costs, this cannot be 
described as ‘sustainable development’ as set out in the NPPF.  
 

1. Chapter 1 Context and Strategy    
 

Paragraph 1.30 of the London Plan says ‘There is a clear link between 
deprivation and housing.  London is a very expensive placed to live, a problem 
exacerbated by the income trends identified earlier (see para 1.26). The result 
can be that those with lower incomes find it very difficult to access the housing 
they need, with many having no option but to seek social housing.’ 

The introduction of so called ‘affordable’ rents fails to address the problem 
highlighted in an evidence based fashion. Whilst being deemed to be 
‘affordable’, even at the Mayor’s suggested 65% rather than 80% market 
rents, ‘affordable rents’ are not affordable to the majority of London’s newly 
forming households or those inadequately housed.  Analysis provided in the 
2008 SHMA shows that to meet need in London that 76% of the 2011 London 
Plan housing target would need to be social-rented in order to meet need over 
a 10 year period. The SHMA provides no evidence relating the percentage of 
households that would be able to access ‘affordable’ rent homes 

We note that at a Mayor’s question time in Barking and Dagenham on 21st 
September 2010, the Mayor said -  

‘……… I just want to say that you can do all sorts of things to improve 
housing; you can have decent homes, look at the empty homes, try and 
do things to help people on to the property ladder in all sorts of ways. But 
fundamentally what I take away from this is it is not just an issue of 
justice and I have heard some really, really memorable and passionate 
accounts of why we need better and more housing, in particular I think 
from David, I would love a paragraph. I just want to see in black and 
white that story, because I think people in Government should know 
about your story and they should understand the people's sense of 
injustice about what is happening in housing at the moment. The only 
long term solution is to build more social housing and that is what we are 
determined to do….’ 
 

LTF members are still waiting for the Mayor’s suggested solution to this 
problem to materialise.  We fear that the solution actually being implemented 
is to reduce evidenced need through forced / coerced displacement.  
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LTF suggests that the Mayor should draw up and consult on a London 
definition of ‘sustainable development’ that complies with the intentions of 
sustainable development set out in the national NPPF, but which is not 
compromised by contradictory policies such as those on ‘affordable’ rent 
homes which aims at delivery of housing that cannot be genuinely described 
as affordable and for which there is no evidence base to support.  
 

LTF suggests that in 0.19A the Mayor replace the wording - ‘On the basis of 
this review, he is satisfied that the Plan reflects the intent of the Framework, 
and in particular the presumption in favour of sustainable development ……. 
to achieve sustainable development here’ with ….’On the basis of this review 
he will draw up a London definition of sustainable development in order 
to address where he feels there may be contradictions in the application 
of the NPPF in relation to the specific circumstances and conditions in 
London.  This will ensure that the intent of the two documents is consistent 
with each other. The London Plan will be seen as the expression of national 
policy for London, tailored to meet local circumstances and to respond to 
sustainable development here…………………’  
 

LTF suggests that a Lifetime Neighbourhood might be seen as a product of 
sustainable development – relating to environmental, economic and social 
considerations and feels this may be a central part of a London specific 
definition of sustainable development. We feel that such a definition could give 
full respect to the way in which London has developed from a patchwork of 
villages and lead the way in terms of good practice on issues such as 
community engagement / justice, walkable neighbourhoods and local 
employment. 
 

2.  Chapter 3 London’s People 
 

As already noted in the London Tenants Federation’s response to the early 
minor alterations to the London Plan, we feel that it is essential that a new 
Strategic Housing Needs assessment is carried out, not least to take into 
account the new funding regime for so called affordable housing.   
 

As set out in response to the early minor alterations to the London Plan, on 7th 
October 2010, John Lett of the Mayor’s London Plan team said at the EiP - 
‘On the timing of the SHMA and indeed the timing of the SHLAA revision we 
will do them as soon as possible.  There is of course, as ever a resource 
implication on this. The Mayor has given a very clear indication that he wants 
the SHLAA refreshed and be done as soon as possible and there is a great 
deal of sense in trying to do the SHMA at the same time in parallel with it. But, 
we also need to be integrated as far as possible with the London Housing 
Strategy because there is little point in having a review of the spatial plan 
which is not integrated with the investment plan. So we will try to do the two 
together and we are certainly internally thinking about a work programme as 
London Councils indicated, towards 2011 and 2012’. (Just Space recordings 
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and transcripts of the Examination in Public of the Draft Replacement London 
Plan, http://ucljustspace.wordpress.com/eip-recordings/ - page 10 of the 
transcript) 
 

At a recent SHLAA meetings GLA officers refused to discuss the need for a 
new SHMA suggesting that they will ‘never be able to meet evidenced need in 
London.’ This is not an adequate response to failure to have an up to date 
evidence base upon with to base London Plan policies on housing. 
 

In a letter to the London Tenants Federation in June of 2011, the GLA’s head 
of housing advised that a new SHMA would be carried out after 2011 census 
details had been published.  Given that this is now been published it is 
essential that a new SHMA is carried out.  
 

We suggest that the section of paragraph 3.14A ‘These targets are informed 
by the need for housing as evidenced by the 2008 SHMA and London’s 
housing land capacity as identified through the SHLAA’, be removed and 
replaced with ‘the Mayor will ensure a new SHMA and SHLAA are carried 
out by June 2013 in order to ensure that the London Plan targets are 
evidence based; to take into account the Mayor’s London definition of 
‘sustainable development’ (which we have proposed above) and to comply 
with the intent of the NPPF in relation to sustainable development’.  
 

LTF is increasingly concerned about what the Smith Institute and Future for 
London suggest in their ‘London for Sale’ is London’s distorted and 
dysfunctional housing market.  The say this is ‘partly due to the huge rise in 
overseas investment in expensive properties for the super-rich. Investment in 
luxury homes has doubled to over £5bn a year – five times more than the 
annual investment in affordable homes in London and a third of all loans made 
for house purchases’. More worrying is that they say that 60% of new homes 
in central London are currently being bought by overseas investors and that 
‘anecdotal reports suggest that a high proportion are kept empty.’ 
 

LTF members have frequently noted at its meetings that the lights are never 
on in many luxury developments – presumably because they are empty.  They 
have questioned in the past the over-development of market homes in 
London, which take up space for more desperately needed social-rented 
homes. LTF proposes that the GLA carry out a full analysis of empty luxury 
apartments and ensure that they take account of this in a new assessment of 
housing need in London.  
 

This situation is more shocking given that boroughs across London are 
looking to buy or simply move out homeless families to other parts of the 
country. A recent Evening Standard article reported that Croydon, Richmond, 
Kingston and Sutton are looking to buy homes in areas such as Yorkshire, 
Hull and St Leonards-on-Sea. 
 

LTF suggests an additional paragraph 3.22a ‘The Mayor is increasingly 
concerned that the high proportions of homes bought by overseas 
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investors is distorting and making dysfunctional the housing market in 
London.  He is particularly concerned that anecdotal reports suggest a 
high proportion remain empty.  He will carry out a detailed study of this 
and will ensure that the new SHMA takes full account of it in determining 
the number of new market homes required in London.  
 

Re: Policy 3.8   
 

LTF proposes an alteration highlighted in bold italic to paragraph 3.46 as 
follows ‘The 2008 London-wide SHMA identified housing requirements for the 
decade to 2017. Given changes in the affordable housing regime, the 
publication of the 2011 Census and requirements relating to sustainable 
development in the NPPF, the Mayor will ensure a new SHMA is 
completed by June 2013. 
 

While the Mayor mentions in paragraph 3.57 that the NPPF suggests that that 
planning policies should identify and seek to meet the needs for service 
families and people wishing to build their own homes, it is only provision of 
accommodation of service families that is mentioned in Policy 3.9 Housing 
Choice. (3.8j). 
 

LTF suggests that whilst self-build is unlikely to produce a large number of 
new homes in London, it is an important element is dealing with the issue of 
choice.  There are self-build organisations in London that have some data 
relating to the number of households wishing to build their own homes and the 
Mayor has just funded an £8m self-build scheme. LTF feels that this should be 
mentioned in policy 3.9 and in supporting text.  
 

LTF feels that community land trusts and other community based housing 
should also be mentioned. 
 

We propose and additional point - 3.9k be added - ‘provision of land for other 
innovative forms of community based housing, including self- build, 
community land trusts and co-operative schemes’ 
 

A comprehensive response from 16 London voluntary and community sector 
organisations, including the LTF, to the revised London Housing Strategy, suggested 
that the Mayor could ‘set aside a significant proportion of the land from the 
proposed London Public Land Pool to hand over for community based 
housing (including support to develop models such as community land 
trusts and housing co-operatives). 
 

We suggest that the Mayor include a paragraph of text 3.57B stating that he 
will do this.  
 

Re: Policy 3.10 Definition of Affordable Housing 
 

London Tenants Federation objects to the increased household income levels 
suggested for households eligible to access intermediate homes, which 
means that the top 15% of household are able to access secure housing 
funded in part by the public purse, while lower income level households are 
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increasingly being pushed into insecure private sector homes and / or being 
displaced from the capital.   
 

We feel this is an inappropriate use of public funds and extremely unequal 
treatment of London’s communities.  
 

We have already made proposals relating to this policy in our response to the 
early minor alterations to the London Plan.  
 

In addition we note that in the recently published National Audit report 
‘Financial viability of the social housing sector: introducing the affordable 
homes programme’. (July 2012) 
http://www.nao.org.uk/publications/1213/affordable_homes.aspx that over a 
30 year period, continuing to fund the National Affordable Housing 
Programme	  offered the highest ratio of benefits to costs and hence the best 
value for money. This was mainly because of housing benefit savings 
expected from tenants moving out of more expensive private sector housing, 
offsetting much of the initial capital cost.	  The Department however, adopted 
the option that best met its objective to maximise the number of affordable 
homes delivered within the constraints of the £1.8 billion grant funding. The 
affordable rent and affordable home ownership option was forecast to deliver 
the largest number of new homes – 56,000, compared to 27,000 under the 
NAFP.  
 

Given the high levels of market rents in London, it is clear that the impact of 
the introduction of so called ‘affordable rents’, as a more or less replacement 
for social rented homes will be: 
 

• increased failure to address evidenced need for low cost rented homes,  
• increased number of households forced into benefit dependency,  
• increased levels of housing benefit claimed,  
• increased likelihood that London Plan aims of addressing deprivation as 

set out in Chapter 1 will fail.   
 

Regarding paragraph 3.65 
 

We feel it is a shame that the Mayor didn’t give the same support in terms of 
badly needed social rented homes in the past that he appears to give to 
delivery of homes deemed to be ‘affordable’, but which are not.  
 

Below is a section from a letter sent to the Mayor’s office in May 2011 from 
LTF Mayor’s Housing Forum reps and the response from the Mayor’s office  –	  	  
	  

“What is your view on the disparity of delivery of social-rented homes in 
London? Particularly:  
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(a) we would like to have your views on the fact that while some 
boroughs (five in the instance of last year and three of the same 
five over the last three years) deliver 100% of the current London 
Plan target, while others deliver 25% or less of the target (11 in 
the instance of last year and six of this 11 over the last three 
years) and 

(b) the social housing delivery in the East London sub-region (as 
defined in the Draft Replacement London Plan) was at only 23% 
of the current London Plan’s target for social-rented housing last 
year and 31% over the last three years, while the Central London 
sub-region delivered 79% of the target for social-rented housing 
last year and West London 76% over the last three years.    

This is necessarily of concern to us given that (i) household incomes in 
East London are much lower than in London as a whole, with most 
households in housing need only being able to afford social-rented 
housing and (ii) in respect of the Draft Replacement London Plan’s 
focus on deprivation and ‘convergence’ in East London.  LTF raised 
concerns at the Examination in Public of the Draft Replacement 
London Plan that convergence should be delivered through benefit to 
existing communities rather than importing wealthier communities. We 
fear our analysis shows that it is the latter that is occurring.” 
 

In response, the Mayor said “The Mayor’s DRLP was explicit in its intention to 
move away from a rigid top down conformity on affordable housing targets 
that are actually inimical to the delivery of the affordable homes that London 
needs.  As such it sets strategic London-wide targets for affordable housing 
and it is entirely expected that there will be variations at the local level.  
Boroughs differ widely in terms of housing markets, yearly development 
potential and, not least, their own adopted local affordable housing 
targets.” 
 

His reasoning then, appeared to justify poor delivery of social rented homes.  
From 2007-10 this was as low as 3% in Wandsworth and 6% in Greenwich. 
See LTF’s ‘The Affordable Housing Con’ 
http://www.londontenants.org/publications/reports/LTF%20%20afordable%20h
ousing%20con%20final%20xxx.pdf 
 

LTF argues that an evidence-based approach rather than a political one 
needs to be applied in relation to delivery of homes in London and that the 
Mayor should agree to negotiate with central government around the 
inappropriateness of applying a national housing policy based on near market 
rents in the context of London’s excessively high land and property values. 
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3.    Chapter 6 London’s Transport  
 

We propose changes to Policy 6.5E Funding Crossrail and other strategically 
important transport infrastructure, as follows: 
 

‘In consultation with the Mayor, boroughs should identify strategically 
important transport infrastructure.  Funding through the Community 
Infrastructure Levy will only occur where communities have identified 
such infrastructure as a priority in their locality.’ 
 

A number of our members have highlighted where major transport 
infrastructure changes in their boroughs have not been generally perceived by 
local communities as being beneficial to local communities and where such 
infrastructure is likely to result in additional strain on other types of 
infrastructure and the diversion of funds away from other infrastructure 
projects that would be more beneficial to local communities.  
 

LTF members from Lambeth had drawn attention to the Vauxhall, Nine Elms 
and Battersea Opportunity Area where Wandsworth Council has justified 
having a target for social-rented homes at only15% saying that “The Northern 
Line Extension is so important to the success of the development that we’ve 
traded higher contributions on that [from developers] for social housing.” - 
Ravi Govindia, Leader of Wandsworth, Financial Times.  
 

This is of particular concern given that Wandsworth’s delivery of new and 
additional social rented homes has for the last 4 years been very poor (as 
already highlighted above)  
 

4.    Chapter 7 London’s Living Spaces and Places 
 

London Tenants Federation supports the additional section – paragraph 7.5 
on the proposed community designation of local green spaces of particular 
importance for special protection.    
 

LTF members feel this to be of particularly importance in terms of protecting 
green spaces in central and inner London. 
 

Yours sincerely 

 
Victor Adegbuyi and Michael Hewlett 
Mayor’s Housing Forum Representatives 
London Tenants Federation  
 
Address: 50 Memorial Avenue, West Ham, London E15 3BS  Telephone: 07931 

214 913 
Web address: www.londontenants.org  Email: info@londontenants.org 
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London Tenants is a company limited by guarantee, registered in England / 
Wales No 8155382 


