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DRAFT 

Community and Voluntary Sector Response to Draft 
London Housing Strategy (February 2014) 

 

1 Introduction 
This comprehensive response follows a voluntary and community sector event held 
on 15 January 2014 at Resource for London.  This event brought 70 people together 
with Alan Benson from GLA Housing.  Workshop discussions were recorded and 
collated, key issues identified, a draft response circulated to everyone and this has 
been signed off by x organisations. 

Together our overriding concern is London’s housing crisis, which exists as a result 
of decades of failures to address the unaffordability of housing in the capital.  This 
has created high levels of homelessness and overcrowding and led to large parts of 
central and inner London becoming increasingly accessible / affordable only to the 
wealthy, with lower income households being pushed out.  A further consequence is 
the issue of transience (in both the private and affordable rent sectors) which makes 
it very difficult to create or sustain active, supportive and engaged  neighbourhoods.  

We are of the opinion that any meaningful housing strategy produced during such a 
crisis has to acknowledge, address and propose solutions to these underlying 
issues. The scale of the housing crisis itself is such that only creative and innovative 
thinking and action will begin to solve this.  

We also feel strongly that these new ideas must be explored and taken forward in a 
collaborative way which includes the voluntary and community sector. 

Sadly, there is nothing in the strategy that indicates to us this is taking place. 
Consequently it is our view that the growing problems of poverty and spiralling rents 
that blight the lives of tenants living in the capital will continue to get worse.  
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2 Community engagement  
The Mayor’s engagement with tenants and the most disadvantaged Londoners 
needs to be more formalised, better resourced and better supported in developing 
the London Housing Strategy. 

Whilst the Mayor’s Housing Forum includes some representatives from excluded 
Londoners and tenants groups, this has never been sufficiently wide in terms of 
community and voluntary sector representation it now meets only once a year.  The 
London Housing and Equalities Group also feels less supported than it once was. 

Community engagement brings value not only in operational issues of estate and 
housing management, but in strategic discussions relating to London housing policy.  
The London Housing Strategy must engage with excluded groups of Londoners if it 
is to address the difficulties they face.  Mechanisms also need to be developed and 
strengthened for housing association and private tenants, alongside the existing 
council tenants groups. 

We would like to meet with the Mayor to discuss: 

• Voluntary and community sector representation within the housing partnership 
structures that develop and implement the London Housing Strategy. 

• Quarterly meetings of a voluntary and community sector housing forum, 
meeting at City Hall and attended by the Mayor’s representatives, though 
administered by the voluntary and community sector. 

• Resources for these types of engagement to be found by the Mayor taking 
control of the Tenant Empowerment Fund for London, previously under the 
Homes and Communities Agency and now held by DCLG. 
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3 Meeting London’s diverse housing needs 

General need and the evidence base 

An analysis of the last nine years of delivery of net homes in London (from annual 
monitoring reports of the London Plan) compared to need (where an average is 
taken of the need identified in the 2004 Housing Needs Survey and in the 2008 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment) shows that 20,695 more new and 
additional market homes were delivered in London than was identified as required 
yet 160,450 fewer new and additional social-housing than were identified as 
required.1   

9	  year	  assessment	  of	  housing	  need	  and	  delivery	  in	  London	  2003-‐12	  

10	  year	  housing	  need	   Social-‐rented	   Intermediate	   Market	  

2004	  housing	  needs	  survey	   207,900	   24,500	   121,100	  

2008	  SHMA	   245,000	   -‐38,000	   142,000	  

Average	  	  of	  the	  2004	  and	  
2008	  10-‐year	  assessments	  of	  
need	  

226,450	   -‐7000	   131,550	  

Average	  	  of	  the	  2004	  and	  
2008	  10-‐year	  assessments	  of	  
need	  applied	  for	  9	  year	  
period	  of	  2003-‐12	  

203,805	   -‐6300	   118,395	  

New	  and	  additional	  homes	  
delivered	  2003-‐12	  

43,355	  (21%)	   32,650	   139,090	  (117%)	  

 

The draft London Housing Strategy’s targets for market and intermediate homes are 
questionable.  The 2013 SHMA identifies that that there is a backlog of 67,369 social 
homes while there is a surplus or minus backlog figure of 101,886 market homes.  

The targets seem to be based on the assumption that if higher levels of market 
homes are not delivered, market housing costs will remain at unaffordable levels. 
However here is no detailed analysis or evidence to support this.  There is: 

• no detail / evidence on the time period it might take to reduce the costs of 
market housing, if at all, through delivering more market homes;  

• no details on what quantity of market homes might be required to facilitate 
reduced market housing costs 

                                             
1	  Analysis	  carried	  out	  by	  London	  Tenants	  Federation	  on	  net	  housing	  delivery	  from	  annual	  monitoring	  reports	  of	  
the	  London	  Plan,	  the	  analyses	  of	  housing	  need	  in	  the	  2004	  housing	  needs	  assessment	  and	  the	  2008	  Greater	  
London	  SHMA	  
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• no proposals around what happens in the meantime to the majority of newly 
forming households and those living in inadequate homes who will never be 
able to afford market homes for sale or rent. 

We are particularly concerned about what is happening at the top end of the market, 
which appears to be key in determining the cost of market housing in London. The 
Smith Institute’s 2012 report London for Sale revealed that 65% of Central London 
market homes are being brought by overseas investors. Other analyses suggest this 
percentage could actually be as high as 75%. The Smith Institute report also said that 
anecdotal evidence suggests that many of these homes are being left empty. While 
the GLA says this is not the case, again there is a lack of evidence. On the ground it is 
often suggested that the lights are never on in more than 25% of flats in luxury 
blocks.  

The 2013 SHMA provides no analysis of the impact of welfare reform relating to 
either to Local Housing Allowance caps or Universal Credit Caps.  Private rents are 
continuing to rise in London and there is a lack of evidence that increasing numbers 
of private rented homes will meet long term housing needs or assist in supporting 
strong and sustainable communities.  

A key concern here is that homeless and vulnerable households who would 
previously have been considered as needing social-rented housing are forming an 
increasingly large section of private renters. We are concerned that many are likely 
to be living in poorer quality homes with higher fuel costs. We fear that the transient 
nature of this sector will impact detrimental particularly on children’s educational 
prospects. We suggest the same applies to reduced security in the affordable rented 
sector. We feel this will result in mounting long-term costs in terms of health, 
education and welfare that would be minimised through delivery of secure low-cost 
rented homes.   

In a survey carried out by the Guardian in November 2012, London boroughs said 
that they were already placing homeless families outside the capital or had secured 
or were considering temp accommodation outside London for future use.2  These 
included LB Kensington & Chelsea, which have moved a minority of homeless 
families to Manchester and Slough; Waltham Forest, which has acquired housing in 
Luton, Margate and Harlow; Brent, which has relocated households to Hastings; and 
Tower Hamlets, which has relocated a handful of families to Northampton. In 
November 2013, Inside Housing reported that London boroughs had more than 
doubled the number of homeless families they are placing outside the capital. They 
said that 789 households had been housed in 69 local authorities outside London as 
far flung as Manchester, Birmingham, Swansea and Accrington.3  The Guardian 

                                             
2 http://www.theguardian.com/society/2012/nov/04/london-boroughs-housing-familiesoutside-capital 
3 http://www.insidehousing.co.uk/tenancies/londoners-housed-outside-capital-doubles/6529299.article 
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14.10.13 reported on young mothers being evicted from a London hostel (in 
Newham) who may be rehoused some 200 miles away.4  

There is also evidence of displacement occurring in large redevelopment schemes 
relating to both tenants and leaseholders.  

There is insufficient evidence to support increased targets for intermediate housing.  
The 2004 housing needs survey found that only an additional 7% of households who 
could not afford market housing could afford intermediate housing and the 2008 
SHMA found a surplus of intermediate homes.  The cost of intermediate housing is 
likely pretty much the same as for affordable homes but necessarily requires the 
surety of regular income, which is increasingly difficult to guarantee, particularly at 
the lower income end.   

Research carried out by Shelter when producing its publication on intermediate 
housing – ‘The Forgotten Households’, found that the average household income of 
those accessing part-rent part-buy homes in London is over £33,000 and for those 
accessing shared equity products (where part of the cost of a home is funded by a 
shared equity loan repayable on the sale of the property) is over £40,000.  

The SHMA 2013 identifies that the median full-time earnings in London have fallen in 
real terms for three years and are currently at £653 per week (£33,956 per annum). 
This of course fails to address median household income levels (including those 
dependent on benefits and working part-time) which might provide a clearer picture 
of what households can afford in terms of housing in London.  The GLA Intelligence 
Update DMAG Social Exclusion Team’ report of 2010 assessed the equivalised 
median household income in inner London to be £31,379 and for outer London 
£30,507.  

When this is compared with the cost of ‘affordable rent’ accommodation in London, it 
shows clearly that actual need cannot be met without increasing benefit dependency 
and levels of housing benefit paid in London.  

According to the 2013 SHMA, average, affordable rents have been delivered at 
almost 70% in London (rather than 65% as originally suggested by the London 
Mayor).  On average this would require a household income of more than £40,000, it 
the household did not have access to housing benefit.   

	  We propose that the Mayor should:  

• Ensure that there is transparency around homeless households being 
placed outside their boroughs and outside London.  Quarterly reports 
should be posted in the GLA website – highlighting London-wide and 
borough figures. 

                                             
4	  http://www.theguardian.com/society/2013/oct/14/young-‐single-‐mothers-‐focus-‐e15-‐newham-‐rehoused	  
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• Produce quarterly reports on intermediate housing sales including cost of 
the properties sold and levels of monthly mortgage, rent and service 
charge costs.  

• Produce detailed analysis of the time period it might take to reduce market 
housing cost in London, if at all, by delivering more market homes; what 
kind of levels of market delivery might be required to produce any reduced 
costs and most importantly what happens in the meantime to serious need 
from households not able to meet the cost of buying or renting market 
homes. 

• Commission a detailed SHMA to be completed by early 2017 which will take 
into account the impact of welfare reform in London. 

Housing for older Londoners 

We welcome the proposed provision of older people’s housing to deliver a range of 
products in mixed tenure developments, the re-iteration of the importance of the 
Lifetime Homes standard and the aspiration to create Lifetime Neighbourhoods. (p5) 
However, the need for an adequate supply of sheltered housing (especially in the 
light of the sale and re-development of existing sheltered housing schemes) is not 
addressed in the strategy and neither is the need to develop specific policies to 
tackle under-occupation of family sized homes by elderly people across all tenures, 
where this is desirable to elderly households, beyond a review of equity release 
products.  

We are also concerned about how well the needs of the largest section of older 
people who do continue to live in their own homes, are being addressed; in terms of 
care, health and welfare needs.  

We propose:  

• A policy target for sheltered housing should be included in the strategy  

• Further policies (in addition to equity release) should be developed to 
address under-occupation (of family sized homes) by elderly households 
and where this is desirable to elderly households, across all tenures 

• The Mayor commit to developing a more detailed strategic document on the 
housing, health and care needs of older people in London.   
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Disabled households 

There is scant mention in the draft strategy of the housing needs of disabled people, 
especially with reference to the genuine affordability of suitably adapted homes 
where the person concerned is low waged or unable to work because of their 
disability or ill health.  

Disabled people are three times more likely to be workless than other member of the 
community, are likely to be on lower incomes and have been more badly effected by 
welfare changes particularly relating to care costs and the bedroom tax.  72% of 
households affected by the bedroom tax have at least one household member who 
is disabled.  Disabled peoples’ housing needs are best catered for through delivery 
of accessible, secure and genuinely low cost rented homes.  

The Mayor proposes £30m for special housing schemes for older and disabled 
people.  While it is clear that there are increasing numbers of elderly people living in 
London, disabled people who are under the age of 65 would rather be in accessible 
general needs housing.   

There is no mention in the draft strategy of the key role the London Accessible 
Housing Register could play in enabling disabled people to find appropriate homes. 

We feel that the target for 10% wheelchair accessible homes is inadequate to meet 
need, when taking into consideration that there are 1.4 million disabled in London 
and there is an increasingly elderly population. 

We propose that the Mayor: 

• Promote the use of the London Accessible Housing Register in the 
London Housing Strategy. 

• Increase the target for wheelchair accessible homes to 15%. 

Alleviating overcrowding 

The strategy contains an aspiration to reduce the level of severe overcrowding in 
‘affordable rented’ housing by 2016. (p34) However there is no reference to tackling 
overcrowding in other tenures (for example the private-rented sector). The proposal 
to promote smaller homes for affordable rent in the first period when the evidence of 
need for family homes is so high is very concerning.  

The 2013 SHMA makes assumptions that levels of under-occupancy and 
overcrowding will be addressed in the ‘social’ sector, while no clear analysis has 
been carried out about households living in under-occupied homes. This is 
necessary because not all households that are living in under-occupied homes will 
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want or need to leave their existing homes (even those in the social-rented sector 
who are impacted by the bedroom tax). Some who are dependent on housing benefit 
to meet the cost of their homes are still eligible to claim full housing benefit, including 
pensioners.   

The draft strategy fails to consider how overcrowding in all tenures will be achieved, 
this is important since London has the most overcrowded households in any region, 
with an estimated 255,000 across all tenures. There are concerns that Local Housing 
Allowance and Universal Credit caps will encourage households to choose to live in 
overcrowded homes in both the social- and private-rented sector.  

The need for green, play and community spaces is extremely important particularly 
where there is high density and families are living in overcrowded conditions.   

We propose: 

• The Mayor should carry out a full evidence based report on the issue of 
under-occupancy and overcrowding in London. The report should provide 
a breakdown of tenure, occupancy and realistic assessments of 
households that are likely to move from under-occupied homes in the 
social housing sector.  

• The London Housing Strategy must include sensitive policies to tackle 
overcrowding across all tenures, including the private-rented sector. 

• The policy of building smaller affordable rent homes in the first period of 
the strategy should not be pursued at the expense of building the family-
sized homes Londoners so desperately need, particularly with insufficient 
evidence to demonstrate that there will be an equal number of family-sized 
homes released through tackling under-occupancy.  

• The strategy should highlight an expectation of protection of existing green 
play and community amenity spaces and for adequate to be provided in all 
new developments. 

Tackling rough sleeping 

We welcome the Mayor’s continued commitment to ensuring that no one new to the 
streets sleeps rough for a second night and that no one lives on the streets of 
London. We are disappointed that the Mayor’s Rough Sleeping Group has yet to find 
a way to successfully engage with the voluntary sector groups that are key partners 
in delivering this policy. We commend the work of sub-regional delivery boards such 
as the East London Delivery Board in bringing all the necessary partners to the table 
(including faith-based and non-commissioned services) and in promoting joint 
working.  
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One key policy which is absent from the strategy is anything to address the housing 
needs of people (especially those under 35 who can only access LHA at the Shared 
Accommodation Rate) moving off the street and into homes. There does not seem to 
be a product in the strategy to address the housing needs of younger single 
Londoners who are working in low wage jobs or who are struggling to enter the 
employment market. In addition there is no mention of support for vulnerable people 
moving off the street who have some distance to travel before they are work-ready. 

We propose:  

• The model of joint working of the East London delivery board is 
encouraged within the other sub-regions 

• A policy should be included in the strategy that addresses the need for 
genuinely affordable housing for low and unwaged Londoners under the 
age of 35. 

• A policy to address the housing need of vulnerable former rough sleepers 
should be included in the strategy. 

Addressing statutory homelessness 

The impact of failures to deliver homes to meet actual need is demonstrated in 
increases in levels of homelessness and households being placed in bed and 
breakfast accommodation by London boroughs.  

The number of households in temporary accommodation is rising again in London. 
There was an increase of 3% between 2010 and 2013, with nearly three quarters of 
all households in temporary accommodation in the country placed there by London 
local authorities.  There has been a 7% rise in the use of bed and breakfast 
accommodation in the past year. An issue still not adequately considered is also the 
displacement from London of low income households.    

Policies are needed to provide an adequate housing safety net for households in 
priority need without resorting to bed and breakfast accommodation.  

We propose:  

• The strategy should include a policy to ensure that there is an adequate 
housing safety net for households who are homeless and in priority need 
and which prevents their displacement outside London 
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Gypsy and Travellers 

Housing provision for the Gypsy and Traveller community in London is not being 
addressed or has been removed as a strategic issue. It has been excluded from 
wider housing provision mechanisms such as this strategy, the Strategic Housing 
Market Assessment and the Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment. The 
lack of pitch targets in the London Plan and a failure of Local Authorities to co-
ordinate their planning strategies continue to have a disproportionate negative 
impact on the Gypsy and Traveller community.  

The draft London Housing Strategy does not recognise the accommodation needs of 
Gypsies and Travellers in London and policy that was included in the previous 
versions of the strategy has been removed, without justification.  

The 2014 Integrated Impact Assessment makes no mention of the Gypsy and 
Traveller community, despite the fact that the earlier version of 2009 identified a 
range of issues and made policy recommendations for a more inclusive and fair 
strategy to address their needs.  This was not been implemented.  

As Gypsy and Travellers are not recognised as a group with specific and acute 
housing needs and they continue to be denied access to culturally appropriate 
accommodation.  This is unacceptable given the Mayor’s housing duties to address 
the needs of all Londoners. Over 80% of Gypsies and Travellers in London currently 
live in housing that is unsuitable to them and affects their health, well-being, family 
life and identity.  

This exclusion is compounded by the failure to include Traveller Pitch Funding 
among the other housing funding proposals post-2015. A funding strategy supported 
by the GLA is essential to provide resources and coordination of Traveller site 
provision to London Boroughs.  

We propose the Mayor:  

• Must include a section on Gypsy and Travellers in the London Housing 
Strategy and take a strategic lead in addressing the evidenced 
accommodation needs of Gypsy and Travellers. 

• Must provide strategic support to the boroughs in identifying land for 
Gypsy and Traveller pitches 
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4 Welfare reform in London 
Draft LHS does not mention welfare changes, including the bedroom tax and the 
benefits cap, which was pushing families outside of London. Expected to see 
increases in involuntary migration, overcrowding, rent arrears, and household debt. 
This will impact the business case for housing providers, local authorities, and 
developers to provider genuinely affordable low cost housing. Quote LC stats on 
number of households impacted by welfare reform/UC; working households claiming 
housing benefit/LHA, etc  

• LHS must set out how Mayor will monitor and respond to impact of welfare 
reform, which will have massive impacts on the ability of thousands of 
households to meet housing costs, and is expected to see increases in 
involuntary migration, overcrowding, rent arrears, and household debt. 
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5 Existing homes 
While we are pleased that the Mayor is likely to receive £145 million, for 2015/16, to 
bring social homes to a decent standard, however we have concerns that there is 
insufficient political will and apportionment of funding to protect existing homes, 
particularly in the social-housing sector.  

We are concerned that the implied increases in rental costs in the private-rented 
sector of bringing homes to a decent standard militates against having both good 
quality and affordable rents in this sector.  

Social housing tenants often complain that the quality of the decent homes work 
carried out to their homes has been quite poor and that the decent homes standard 
has neither properly addressed their, nor environmental, priorities. One example 
relates to the installation of new bathrooms and kitchens, where tenants have not 
been given options to have showers rather than baths and in some instances 
showers have been removed and replaced with baths.  

Ten years ago, Mel Cairns, the chair of the Health and Housing Group, which 
represents health and housing consultants in private practice told the ODPM select 
committee’s decent homes inquiry that the ‘decent homes standard is so full of holes 
that it fails the test of being a minimum standard’.  He said ‘an overcrowded fire-trap 
infested with cockroaches, rats, mice and bedbugs could achieve the standard’ and 
that many landlords including councils and housing associations had been able to 
evade their responsibilities to provide reasonable housing.  He said ‘we have better 
standards for kennels and catteries than we do for housing’.  

There is concern amongst social tenant organisations that general management, 
maintenance and repairs of social housing are not sufficient to keep homes at a 
‘decent’ standard. The HRA review of 2007 highlighted in its own research that 
management, maintenance and repairs of council homes was nationally 
underfunded by £2.25 billion a year. The most comprehensive assessment of the 
amount of money required to adequately manage and maintain council homes was 
carried out by the Building Research Establishment in 2003.  There is a need for an 
up-to-date assessment of the impact that Decent Homes works on the costs of on-
going management maintenance and repairs and  an assessment of on-going 
needs.   

Local authorities are still selling social-rented homes at auction because they have 
insufficient funding to bring some homes to decent standard, or in some instances 
that ‘the homes are too expensive to heat’ – particularly street properties.  Many 
local authority street property homes were converted into smaller flats in the 1970’s 
and 1980’s.  Such homes could be converted to provide desperately needed family-
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sized homes and be bought up to a decent standard if the Mayor saw this to be a 
priority.   

Far too many social housing estates are being demolished when they are structurally 
sound and could be refurbished.  In some boroughs perfectly good social-rented 
homes are left empty for years while boroughs move towards unnecessary 
redevelopment. One example is the Carpenter’s Estate in Newham where some 300 
social-rented homes have been left empty for some years while the cost of placing 
homeless households in homes in the private-rented sector or in bed and breakfast 
outside London would have paid several times over for their refurbishment.  

Demolition and rebuild of social housing estates generally results not only in a loss of 
social-rented homes but also constitutes a higher environmental cost than 
refurbishment, if embodied carbon is included in environmental assessments. 
Residents in situations where they are facing large scale redevelopment of their 
estate / wider area face at best displacement in order to keep their existing tenancy 
rights (including rental costs). This puts greater strain on existing backlogs of need, 
as well as new need. It also puts huge pressure on the health and well-being of 
elderly and vulnerable households that are at risk of losing existing supportive 
networks of family and friends.  

London Tenants Federation analysis of annual monitoring reports of the London 
Plan,  assesses that around 5,200 social-rented homes (alone) were demolished in 
2007-12; the equivalent to a years’ worth of new build social-rented homes.5  It is 
likely that most of these homes were structurally sound and could have been 
refurbished at a lower cost than demolition and rebuild and at much reduced 
embodied carbon emission levels.  One example is the Heygate Estate where 
refurbishment proposals produced by Gensler Architects demonstrated an 
approximate saving of 40,000 tonnes of CO2 through refurbishment rather than 
demolition (as well as 450 mature trees).6  Gensler put forward a proposal for 
refurbishment of the 1,260 council homes on the estate at a cost of £13,955 per 
dwelling (or £35 m to refurbish the whole estate), while the cost of emptying the 
estate of existing tenants and leaseholders and progressing it to redevelopment was 
£65m. A further 15m will be spent on demolition and the new scheme will provide 
only 79 social rented homes (a loss of 1181 social-rented homes).  

In ‘Does demolition or refurbishment of old and inefficient homes help to increase our 
environmental, social and economic viability?’(2008),7 Anne Power, London School 
of Economics, argues that there is compelling evidence that estate or tower block 
refurbishment is both cheaper and less damaging to the local environment than 

                                             
5	  http://www.londontenants.org/publications/newsletters/LTF%20Newsletter%2019%20Autumn%202013.pdf	  
(p	  1	  &	  2)	  	  

6	  http://heygateestate.wordpress.com/	  
7	  http://www.bis.gov.uk/assets/foresight/docs/energy/energy%20final/power%20paper-‐section%205.pdf	  
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demolition and new build in all but the most extreme cases. She provides a list of 
issues and arguments that are not addressed in arguments for demolition. 

Embodied carbon (i.e. the carbon dioxide emitted during the whole life-cycle of a 
building; including during the extraction, manufacturing, transport to site, 
construction, maintenance, refurbishment, water processing, demolition and 
recycling) used in destroying existing and in constructing replacement homes is not 
‘counted’ in demolition proposals.  

Demolition and renovation waste make up about one-third of all landfill. 

The infrastructure required for new building and its significant energy costs and 
emissions are not discussed. 

Demolition breaks up essential social infrastructure in neighbourhoods which takes 
decades to build up again. Facilities and meeting places are costly to reinstate once 
they have been lost, and young people can become very disorientated as demolition 
is planned and carried out. Government research about social capital identifies a 
strong relationship between local social networks and individual wellbeing and 
resilience. There is a need for research that looks at the social and financial costs of 
breaking up local social networks; in particular the impact on young families, 
children and the elderly. 

Demolition plans have knock-on effects on schools, shops, health provision, banks 
and other local services, most of which leave an area before homes are demolished 
and do not return till long after rebuilding, if at all. This causes hardship to the 
residents and, if they are elderly, can have very negative health impacts. 

Rebuilding timescales are often slowed by the need to renew infrastructure after 
demolition. 

The whole process can take up to 20 years. All in all, it is rare for a demolition plan 
to deliver replacement housing in less than 10 years. 

Anne Power points out that in other European countries, such as Germany, there has 
been a much greater focus on refurbishing social housing than on demolition. 

At a time when no new social rented homes are being built and any new affordable-
rent homes that might be at around social-rents will comprise only 10.5% of the total 
housing built, it is essential that the Mayor (i) put forward a series of policies that 
not only protect existing homes but also support refurbishment rather than 
demolition (except where homes are structurally unsound) and (ii) ensures sufficient 
allocation of funds to keep them at a good standard.  

 

It is of concern that failure to deliver homes that the majority of London households 
can afford, has resulted in an increasing number of homeless vulnerable households 
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being housed in the private-rented sector.  Given that there is a direct correlation 
between rent levels and housing quality in the private-rented sector, there is fear that 
more vulnerable households are also living in the poorest conditions of that sector.   

Private-rented homes are anyway in a worse condition than other tenures, with about 
a third failing to meet the Decent Homes standard. The sector is less energy efficient 
and contains more fire and health risks than other sectors.  About 13% have ‘excess 
cold’ risks. (We have set out some proposals around this in our ‘Environment’ 
section).  

We propose that the London Housing Strategy include commitments from the Mayor 
to:    

• commission a new assessment of the quality of decent homes works 
carried out in London’s social-rented sector and of the future financial need 
for ongoing management, maintenance and repairs, to keep homes at a 
decent standard; 

• work with tenant and environmental groups to produce a London ‘decent 
homes standard’; 

• protect existing social-rented housing estates from demolition except in 
circumstances where homes are structurally unsound; 

• a commitment to apportion appropriate sum of money to support retention 
of existing social-rented homes; 

• lobby Government for the removal of financial incentives that support new 
build over refurbishment; particularly the removal of VAT on housing 
refurbishment. 
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6 Environmental issues 
We are concerned that the draft London Housing Strategy fails to 

• provide insufficient focus on environmental issues relating to both existing and 
new homes;  

• include meaningful targets to support climate change objectives that the UK 
Government is signed up to;  

• provide substance relating to the need for good quality sustainable design;  

• sufficiently highlight and address connections between environmental, social 
and health issues relating to both new and existing homes. 

Addressing insufficient focus on environmental issues in the draft 
London Housing Strategy 

We acknowledge, and are pleased, that the Mayor is seeking additional funding from 
the DECC’s Green Deal Communities Fund, to assist in retrofit existing homes.  
However, we are extremely worried that the 36% reduction in the Mayor’s draft 
consolidated budget for Development, Enterprise and Environment for 2014/15 (from 
2013/14) could result in detrimental impact on environmental issues.  We are also 
very concerned that there was significant delay in delivering the retrofitting 
programme for 2013/14. 

The RICS’ Sustainable Construction8 (July 2013) suggests that meeting the 80% 
2050 European reduction target will require 80% of the building stock to be 
refurbished – that is the equivalent of one building every minute for the next 40 
years. The retrofitting of 44,412 homes (between 2013 and 2016) in London will 
likely only scratch the surface of need.  

Given that the housing in the private-rented sector is less energy efficient than other 
housing sectors; having less insulation, double-glazing and central hearing, it is vital 
that standards are improved.  This is particularly important given that an increasing 
number of homeless and vulnerable households are now being housed in this sector.  

The Mayor’s office has consistently failed to meaningfully consider the issue of 
embodied carbon in relation to delivering new and refurbishing existing homes.   

                                             
8http://www.rics.org/Global/Europe%20publications/Sustainable%20Construction_Realising%20the%20Oppor
tunities%20%28Oct%202013%29.pdf	  
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Embodied carbon; (the carbon dioxide emitted during the extraction of raw materials, 
the processing of them, their transport to construction sites, the construction itself 
and through to demolition; end of life emissions) is as important, if not more so, than 
operational carbon emissions. The amount of embodied carbon used in a building 
can be as high as 65%, especially as operational carbon load reduces.  

The Centre for Sustainable Development9 suggests that in order to meet the UK’s 
commitment to reduce carbon emissions by 80% by 2050, that is necessary to 
reduce the carbon emitted though the lifetime of a building.  

There is concern that too many homes are being demolished rather than refurbished; 
consistently pushing up levels of embodied carbon emissions (see also our section 
on existing homes). Anne Power’s 2008 article ‘Does demolition or refurbishment of 
old and inefficient homes increase our environmental, social and economic viability’10 
says analyses consistently propose that the construction of new homes better 
reduces carbon emissions than refurbishment of existing homes. However, this is 
only because embodied carbon is generally not considered.   

We propose:  

• Inclusion of the Mayor’s commitment to reduce CO2 emissions by 60% by 
2025 in the London Housing Strategy  

• A minimum energy performance standard for the private-rented sector 
must be included in the strategy.  Landlords should be prevented from 
renting out homes that don’t comply with standards. 

The need for good quality sustainable design 

Real, low-energy performance depends on buildings that are well designed, 
constructed, commissioned, operated/used and maintained. We are concerned that: 

  

Currently too many homes are built to last no more than 25-30 years; which may 
provide benefit the construction industry in terms of work, but is not sustainable 
development.  

There are generally a wide number of sub-contractors involved in building 
processes, poor communication / connection between them and a poor overview of 
the delivery of the whole product. This increases the risks of failings and indeed 
possible damage to the envelope of a building; at each stage of construction.  

                                             
9	  http://www-‐csd.eng.cam.ac.uk/themes0/resource-‐flows-‐1/embodied-‐carbon-‐and-‐energy-‐in-‐buildings-‐eecb	  
10 http://www.bis.gov.uk/assets/foresight/docs/energy/energy%20final/power%20paper-
section%205.pdf  
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Carbon-emissions are considered at the design stage but not in post-production (in 
both construction of new and refurbishment of existing homes). The RICS 
Sustainable Construction suggests that there is substantial evidence that actual 
energy consumption in buildings is often twice as much predicted at the design 
stage.  The bullet point above may be one reason for this. 

Loss of green space continues to be an issue raised by community groups. The 
BBC’s FOI requests (in 2012) which showed that 120 acres of parks, playing fields 
and allotments between 2009 and 201211 would appear to demonstrate that there is 
a need to strengthen policies on loss of green space, particularly with growing 
demand for space to build homes.  Retaining green spaces is beneficial to passive 
cooling, biodiversity and health.  Local green space is particularly important for those 
on low incomes that are unable to afford to travel to larger parks in London and are 
unable to afford organised play / sports provision for children and young people.  

The proposed increase in delivery of new homes in London requires a full 
assessment of the additional water needs in the capital and of how greater levels of 
recycling of rain and grey water may be achieved to support any increased need. 

There is much criticism of the proposed new super-sewer justified as being needed 
because London’s sewers not only take waste water from people’s homes but also 
act as London’s drainage system. When sustainable urban drainage systems are a 
cheaper and greener alternative, these must be considered as a priority.   

Energy saving should be considered as a priority in both new and existing homes. 

We propose 

• The Mayor must carry out a full assessment of the carbon emissions 
impact (including embodied carbon emissions) of delivering 42,000 new 
homes pa in London and set out how he will ensure full all round low 
carbon design, construction and operation in all new housing 
developments.  

• He must also carry out a full assessment of water need in the delivery of 
42,000 new homes per annum, the impact on the existing system and 
proposals for recycling rain and grey water in each new development. 

• An assessment of the impact of building 42,000 new home pa on the 
existing heat island effect in London. 

The London Housing Strategy must require -  

• New homes are built to last for at least 125 years, should be easily 
maintained and refurbished. 

                                             
11	  http://www.bbc.co.uk/news/uk-‐england-‐london-‐17250159	  
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• A good overview of construction processes to be applied to ensure that 
energy emissions assessments at the design stage is delivered 6 months – 
1 year after the scheme has been completed.  There must be a post 
construction energy emissions / efficiency report. 

• Assessments to be made of embodied carbon levels in the construction of 
new homes. Where demolitions and redevelopments occur first, these must 
be included in the assessments.  

• Protection of existing and delivery of new green spaces; encouragement of 
the use of green walls and roofs, cool pavements and parking areas. 

• Inclusion of sustainable urban drainage systems in new housing 
developments. 

• Promotion of passive solar gain, cooling and ventilation in new homes as 
well installation of extra insulation and photovoltaic solar panels in 
existing. 

Links between environmental, social and health issues 

There are strong links between poor environmental standards, fuel and general 
poverty and health which the Mayor should (i) highlight in the London Housing 
Strategy and (ii) propose measures to address.  

The London Assembly’s ‘In from the cold’ March 201212 assessed that more than 
560,000 London households are estimated to be in fuel poverty in London and 
126.400 in ‘severe’ fuel poverty.  

Clearly both energy efficiency and energy costs are important issues here, 
particularly for households with low incomes. Low income households spend more 
than 7% of their income on home fuel while for high income groups the figure is less 
than 2%   Given the increasing income polarisation in London and the fact that 
disposable incomes in the UK have been by and large static for five years, this must 
be a priority for the Mayor. 

We are pleased to see that the Government has announced a new Urban 
Community Energy Fund and would like to see the Mayor actively promote local 
community based renewable energy schemes, such as the Repowering London 
project in Brixton13, in the London Housing Strategy. 

Links between health and poverty are well documented.  The impact here is not just 
on fuel poverty but having a good quality environment in which homes are situated. 
                                             
12	  http://www.london.gov.uk/sites/default/files/Fuel%20poverty%20-‐%20Final%20report.pdf	  
13	  http://www.repowering.org.uk/	  
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This is perhaps more important for those on low incomes, who have less income to 
spend on getting to larger green and leisure spaces in London and who simply don’t 
have disposable income to spend on children’s sports and leisure activities. 

Social-housing estates are often situated near busy roads and suffer greatly from the 
impact of poor air quality. London has the worst air pollution of any UK or European 
city. 4,300 deaths each year in London are thought to be attributable to air pollution 
(the individuals dying, on average, 11 years prematurely).  

We propose that the London Housing Strategy:  

• Promotes Lifetime and walkable neighbourhoods in the London Housing 
Strategy to encourage reduced transport / air pollution near new and 
existing homes and ensure that social and economic sustainability are 
closely linked to environmental sustainability.  

• Promotes community-based energy renewable systems and retrofitting in 
the London Housing Strategy 

• Includes (i) a more ambitious target for retrofitting existing homes and (ii) a 
target for reducing fuel poverty. 
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7 Private Rented Sector  

Introduction 

Currently the private rented sector is not fit for purpose as a long-term and secure 
housing option and it is certainly not the tenure of choice for many people living in it. 
In fact, it is something many of them wish to escape from. 14 

Data in London’s Poverty Profile 2013 highlights further problems:  

At 39%, the private rented sector now has a larger share of people in poverty 
than the social rented sector (33%). Ten years ago, more than half of those in 
poverty lived in social rented accommodation”. 

The cost of renting even the cheapest quarter of accommodation in London is 
double that of the cheapest quarter in the rest of England.”15 

The welfare reforms (LHA caps making most of London unaffordable, discrimination 
against people on benefits, landlords now evicting renters on benefits), are not just 
confined to those out of work, as they impact on those in low paid, insecure and part-
time work too.  

We are therefore of the opinion that any meaningful housing strategy produced 
during an economic crisis has to acknowledge, address and propose solutions to 
these underlying structural issues. The scale of the housing crisis itself is such that 
only creative and radical thinking and action will begin to solve this.  

Sadly, there is nothing in the strategy that indicates to us this is taking place. 
Consequently it is our view that the growing problems of poverty and spiralling rents 
that blight the lives of private tenants living in the capital will continue to get worse.  

Recommendation 

The Mayor should use his influence to encourage and support local authorities to do 
more to understand the needs of and help the growing number of private tenants in 
the individual boroughs by:  

• Prosecuting at least 4 landlords per year 

• Using the local press to publicise action against rogue landlords, ensuring that 
the deterrent effect of enforcement action is realised 

                                             
14 http://england.shelter.org.uk/__data/assets/pdf_file/0005/656708/Growing_up_renting.pdf 

15	  http://www.londonspovertyprofile.org.uk/key-facts/	  
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• Carrying out proactive, multi-agency inspections of private rented properties 

• Ensuring that tenants are aware of and have access to local advice, support and 
support. 

Finally, the Mayor should also clarify as a matter of urgency how exactly he will 
“support the establishment of new (tenant representative) groups” as stated in his 
Housing Covenant.  

Policies: Increasing the supply of new homes  

P2 [paste in policy here] 

Why are the private rented homes only covenanted for 15 years as this seems like 
an arbitrary and short figure ? 

Recommendation: 

• The Mayor should look at a longer term or a covenant in perpetuity  

Recognising the importance of the private rented sector 

P20 [paste in policy here] 

Where is the evidence that shows self-regulation works in a dysfunctional rental 
market where demand far outstrips supply ? Most renters simply do not have enough 
consumer power to be able to choose between an accredited and non-accredited 
landlord/agent and it is the most vulnerable and disadvantaged people who suffer 
the most at the hands of unscrupulous and unprofessional landlords/agents. 

How will the extremely ambitious target of 100,000 accredited “landlords and agents 
by 2016” be achieved in such a market when the badge of accreditation confers no 
business advantage whatsoever ? 

P21 [paste in policy here] 

How exactly will the Mayor work with the boroughs around this extremely important 
issue ? 

http://www.cfpt.org.uk/newsletters/summerautumn07.pdf 

Recommendations: 

• The Mayor needs to gather together a wider range of stakeholders than just 
local authorities to look at how HHSRS works as it is very subjective and 
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people don't understand how this operates. Instead simple, clear and 
enforceable minimum property standards are what is needed. 

• The Mayor should commission independent London-wide research into 
retaliatory eviction. This has been dismissed by him and other policy makers 
as not a significant issue, but a wide variety of renter and other 
groups/organisations see this problem occurring on a daily basis. 

P23 [paste in policy here] 

Recommendation:  

• A pan-London deposit/rent in advance bond scheme be set up to assist those 
on lower incomes to move. While we acknowledge that the GLA will be 
offering an interest free loan to its staff and will try and influence London’s 
employers to do likewise, for most people on low incomes this option is simply 
not available to them. 

P24  [paste in policy here] 

What exactly are these “subsidised housing products” ? 

If they are only offered to employees of the “major employers” in the capital then they 
would only benefit a very small number of people and exclude those in some of the 
most serious housing need, such as those people on low incomes and/or benefits. 

Also, what happens to these housing products if an employee ceases to work for 
such an employer ? 

Towards a London rental policy 

P22 and P29 [paste in policy here] 

These are both very vague. How will this be achieved in a dysfunctional rental 
market where insecurity of tenure, short-term tenancies and high rents are the most 
significant issues ? 

Recommendation: 

• The Mayor conducts a comprehensive review involving a wide variety of 
stakeholders into different models of rent stabilisation such as those used in 
Germany and other countries with strong and successful economies.  

Policies: Increasing development capacity 

P49 [paste in policy here] 
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New developments are being promoted at the top end of the market and the “Build-
to-Rent” policy is using public money to subsidise the development of properties that 
are unaffordable to the vast majority of Londoners. This ignores the fundamental 
basis of the housing crisis in London for those on middle and low incomes: 
unaffordability. 

Recommendations: 

• The Mayor makes publicly available information about what are the financial 
benefits to Londoners of using public funds to encourage and support build-to-
let developments  

• The Mayor should stipulate in the form of covenants (as in P2) that homes 
offered in these developments are on Assured rather than Assured Shorthold 
tenancies. This increased security of tenure would encourage the growth of 
long-term, stable communities and help to combat the perennial problem of 
“churn” in the PRS, which continually undermines social cohesion. 

• The Mayor stipulates that all such developments on publicly owned land 
would have a certain percentage of homes available at LHA level.  
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8 Employment 

Living near jobs 

London needs sufficient genuinely affordable housing for its workers, including those 
on low incomes, or the city will fail. People must be able to afford to live near their 
jobs – for their own sake and for the sake of the London economy and social 
cohesion/’liveability’. 

As discussed elsewhere in the section on London’s diverse housing need, we do not 
believe LHS proposals will not do enough for the many thousands London 
households on low incomes. 

At present, instability/insecurity, transience, homelessness are all enormous barriers 
to employment (and are being worsened through welfare reforms). 

As described in the LHS Evidence based, these housing related barriers impact 
more on London communities who also  face labour market inequalities. E.g. 
Evidence base p 25 – BAME households are disproportionately likely to become 
homeless 

The benefits of closely located homes and employment opportunities are clear, in 
both reducing travel costs but also reducing the time spent travelling between home, 
childcare/schooling, work and services and shops. In order for housing proposals to 
allow Londoners to need to live within a reasonable distance of their job, childcare 
and transport costs must also be factored in. 

The LHS is concerned with the diverging relationship between house prices and 
average incomes. Yet its proposals all focus on increasing housing supply. There is 
also potential to address housing affordability through raising incomes and/or 
addressing costs of living, e.g through raising household earnings through the 
London Living Wage or a London Minimum Wage; and increasing productivity in low-
wage sectors to support wage increases. 

There is little consideration of the role of private debt and investment in property in 
the London and UK economy, and the extent to which housing investment may be 
squeezing out investment in the productive economy. 

Recommendations: 

• Mayor must show how the LHS will contribute to the priorities and commitments 
made in other linked Mayoral strategies, in particular the London Plan, the 
EDS/Jobs and Growth Plan, and the Health Inequalities Strategy. Also transport; 
environment; Public Sector Equality Duty. 
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Maximising employment and skills opportunities from home construction 

Any significant increase in home building in London will present enormous 
employment, skills, and business development opportunities for Londoners, both in 
construction and related industries. 

Mechanisms such as s106 and Community Infrastructure Levy will be key. Mayor 
must review the use of these measures by boroughs to ensure opportunity are 
maximised and well-targeted at those who will benefit most from them: local people, 
previously unemployed, etc. There is a sense that 2012 Games legacy in terms of 
employment and skills for East London has been modest [quote House of Lords 
report] .  

Similar measures to maximise opportunities for London SMEs both in small scale 
construction projects and in supply chains. 

Scrutiny on these social outcomes must be improved. It is easy, for example, to 
inflate construction jobs statistics because of the short term contracts. Rigorous 
reporting on key measures such as how many net new jobs have been filled by 
previously unemployed Londoners.  

Local employmemntn initiatives must be supported by coordinated delivery of skills 
training, work experience, etc to support people to access opportunities. 

Working conditions in construction etc – zero hours contracts, in-work poverty 

Recommendations: 

• GLA should bring together boroughs and stakeholders to review outcomes from s 
106, CIL, etc across London to evaluate whether greater benefit could be 
achieved for local and disadvantaged Londoners. – these deals must be 
ambitious and robustly scrutinised 

• Mayor to collate information on boroughs’ use s106 and CIL – to increase public 
accountability / transparency – and allow sharing of best practice, identify areas 
for improvement, for example greater flexibility and sharing of vacancies across 
borough boundaries. 

• For these impacts to be sustainable, Mayor needs to use influence to improve 
pay, working conditions, progression opportunities, and equal opportunities, in 
constructions and related workforce 

Prioritising paid workers 

Relevant proposals: 
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• P25 Local authorities and other affordable housing providers should give greater 
priority to working households for lettings. 

• P23 - Staff loans for rental deposits 

• P24 – major employers will be encourage to invest in subsidised housing 
produces to reduce the cost of renting for their employees.  

The LHS (Mayor’s Housing Covenant) seeks to prioritise the needs of working 
Londoners, seeing them as the group that contribute to the city. It totally ignores the 
importance of non-working Londoners – for instance, people caring for elderly 
people, disabled people and young children. It ignores the contribution people make 
to London through volunteer activities and in their communities. There may also be 
good reasons why people are not working at some points in their lives, and the 
strategy should reflect this. 

It also implies that the value of people’s contribution to London is indicated by their 
incomes, ignoring the important contribution of low-paid workers in keeping London 
working and providing little response to their housing issues and needs.  

Quote GLA economics report on economic contribution of older Londoners – care to 
other adults (£4.7b/yr; childcare £600m/yr; volunteering £800m/yr) 

This approach has the potential to further disadvantage groups who are 
vulnerable/marginalised. Instead government services and local authorities should 
take a jointed up holistic approach to supporting families tackle their problems, 
increase earnings, etc  

Practical point – low paid workers are more to ‘churn’ in and out of work – so how 
can housing providers / boroughs  assess eligibility on basis of employment? 

Recommendations: 

• Housing Plan proposals should be based on responding to need, not on work 
status – remove reference to reference to giving priority to working households 

• GLA needs to better understand the economic contribution of Londoners who are 
not in paid work. 
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9 Planning Issues: Opportunity Areas and Housing Zones,  
Relevant proposals: 

• P43 the Mayor will prioritise efforts and investment to bring London’s major 
Opportunity Areas forward for development. Within this, up to ten Housing Zones 
could be identified 

• P47 the Mayor will work with boroughs and other partners to support housing-led, 
high density, mixed-use town centre renewal 

• P48 the potential to manage the release of surplus industrial land around 
transport nodes for higher density housing will be explored, taking into account 
London Plan policies 

Local economies are critical to local residents. Ensuring new homes are ‘lifetime 
homes’ will be of little relevance if they are not in ‘lifetime neighbourhoods’, served 
by local shops and services. Also: community facilities, green spaces and 
employment space, and other things guaranteed in planning. Affordable workspace 

With Housing Zones / Opportunity Areas we need to ensure there is a net increase 
‘genuinely affordable’ homes. For example proposed planning changes risk 
displacing businesses that provided employment for Londoners and failing to create 
lifetime neighbourhoods. This could risk undermining local economies and pricing 
out employment uses, reinforcing the dominance of the CAZ and working against the 
GLA’s planning policies. 

The LHS assumes jobs growth will be concentrated in the Central Activities Zone 
(CAZ) and proposes a number of relaxations in existing metropolitan planning policy 
that protect employment land outside of the CAZ, particularly in Outer London e.g. in 
town centres, strategic industrial land and Opportunity Areas. In London, housing 
(especially at the higher densities the LHS suggests are needed) out-bids 
employment uses in most places. Combined with relaxations in national planning 
rules on conversion of office and retail to housing, these elements of the LHS risk 
significant loss of employment space within London. 

Targets set by the London Plan for release of industrial land have already been 
exceeded. Services and activities that benefit the whole London economy take place 
in industrial land, such as repair and distribution services, as well as creative and 
high-tech start-ups. 

The draft LHS suggested more homes would be delivered than previously targeted 
(quote Robin’s figure – 40K homes more on brownfield than in a previous 
strategy??), but suggested no additional planning measures to ensure these homes 
were delivered without additional negative environmental impact, for example. 
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In Greenwich, as housing developments had begun to encroach on industrial land, 
residents had begun to complain about noise etc, and bit by bit, businesses were 
closing.  

Recommendations: 

• LHS OA and HZ planning proposals must ensure that quality and lifetime 
neighbourhoods are not compromised in haste to build homes. Schools, shops, 
green space, etc 

• Also that local businesses/employers are not displaced by housing developments 
– as has happened in Greenwich (quote evidence) 

• No further release of surplus land – Just space recs – check with Robin 
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10  Financial mechanisms and alternative housing 
providers 

 
Whilst the devolving of tax and the London Housing Bank are interesting ideas, more 
work is needed to make these new finance mechanisms available to alternative 
providers. 
 
Delivery of a wide choice of homes will support sustainable communities and be 
consistent with the Mayor’s new housing powers under the Localism Act.  Yet the 
LHS gives only weak support for self-build, community land trusts and housing co-
operatives.  

Community Land Trusts 

Using his new housing powers, we expected the Mayor to instigate a programme of 
work to identify and overcome barriers to developing community-led housing.  The 
Mayor has commissioned a Community Land Trust development, St Clement’s in 
Tower Hamlets, where the freehold of the land will be held in trust by the community, 
but this is not referenced in the LHS, nor is there a programme for a network of 
CLT’s across the capital.   

This is disappointing because these are low cost homes and more CLT's would 
mean an increase in housing delivery compared with the conventional Housing 
Association model.  Since the CLT model puts profits back to benefit the wider 
community, there is also a stronger likelihood that social infrastructure will be 
delivered.   

We were encouraged by the wording in the Draft Revised LHS 2011: 

“The Mayor’s responsibilities for public sector land in the capital provide 
opportunities to safeguard the use and value of sites for the benefit of the community 
in the long term. When disposing of GLA Group land holdings for residential 
development, consideration should be given to the freehold of the site being held in 
trust by a community land trust to prevent exploitation of the site in the future for 
private gain. A further possible option is for sites to be managed as a single 
community, without regard to tenure, to ensure that the resident community is 
actively engaged in the management and maintenance of the new development.”” 
 
and 2012 My Progress Report to Londoners  
 
“I have promoted community-led development in my London Housing Strategy, and 
ensured through the HCA London Board, which I chair, that a Community Land Trust 
is delivered on the former St Clements hospital site in Tower Hamlets. The land will 
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be held in trust by the community and some of the housing held within a CLT. We 
firmly believe therefore that creating a network of CLTs across London is the most 
creative and transparent use of public assets owned by the GLA (Boris Johnson, 
Building a Better London, 2008, p. 13). I am also promoting a CLT on the Olympic 
Park with proposals invited for a CLT as part of the Chobham Manor development “ 
 
and the Taking Greater London Forward - Mayoral Manifesto 2012 
 
“The new Mayoral Development Corporation for the Olympic Legacy will also 
continue the process to create a CLT within the Chobham Manor site on the Olympic 
Park. I will require developers to set out their community development credentials as 
part of the application process for the new London Development Panel.” 

What has happened to these innovative ideas?  There is an issue of ensuring CLT 
homes remain affordable in perpetuity and this can be supported by including CLT 
homes in the list of Affordable Housing products.   

The East London CLT at St Clements also has the innovation of linking home 
ownership to earnings by setting a maximum of 33% gross income for mortgage, 
ground rent and service charges.  Those buying a CLT home will have money left 
over for food, energy, holidays etc. 

The LHS should:- 

advocate CLT’s as an affordable and sustainable housing model 

reference the East London CLT at St Clements in Tower Hamlets 

give support to a network of CLT’s across the capital, starting with a CLT 
within the Chobham Manor site on the Olympic Park  

Support for smaller builders 

We support the encouragement to new smaller builders to enter the house building 
industry (4.15).  This can be linked to Unblocking stalled sites (4.16) if it means much 
more focus on smaller sites.  When big sites stall, because large developers adjust 
their holdings and withdraw from the market, this has a huge impact on the LHS.  
Smaller sites can be more resilient but the smaller builders are undercapitalised and 
need priority access to GLA support mechanisms ahead of the bigger players. 

Smaller RSL’s and co-operatives cannot compete, in part because preferential loan 
arrangements are reserved for major RSLs and the private sector.  Empty homes 
represent a tremendous resource to sustain and expand their stock but few of these 
properties are finding their way to co-operatives and smaller RSL’s. 
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The experiences we hear from co-operatives is that Councils hoard empty stock in 
anticipation of high-end development and refuse to discuss short life occupancy.  
Private landlords want high (market) rates for property in severe need of 
refurbishment, despite social need, putting it out of reach of co-operatives.  This has 
meant cooperatives lose GLA monies itemised for private sector empties. 

As part of the London Housing Bank initiative we would like the Mayor to investigate 
the viability of local land and property banks for non-profit housing providers.  The 
price of land is, of course, crucial for community led development, and the LHS 
needs to be open about what constraints are possible on land pricing. 

New financial mechanisms 

The LHS is full of different ideas about financing.  We think it is good for the LHS to 
be creative and bold and have a big repertoire of possible mechanisms to suit 
different situations.  In this spirit, we would like to see the LHS refer to the following 
ideas:- 

• To encourage councils and housing associations to provide more 
favourable rates to housing co-operatives in statutory lease negotiations 
and market sale, and for the inclusion of co-operatives in housing 
association development plans and local authority empty property work.  

• To lobby central government for legislative controls to curb the owners of 
empty property from seeking the full market rental value, when empty 
properties generally need much refurbishment and hence expenditure.  We 
also seek a ring-fencing of quotas of empty property for the non-profit 
sector. 

• To encourage Councils to offer all their leaseholders an opportunity to 
purchase a (99 year) lease extension as proposed by Islington 
Leaseholders Association.  This will bring in a significant amount of one-off 
resources to be invested in the capital programme.  It will be attractive to 
leaseholders by increasing security, so they are not leaving their children 
or grandchildren a “wasting asset” which will be expensive for them to 
extend.  Councils currently extend only a few leases a year and do not 
budget for money received from these.   

Community self-build 

Community self-build has a huge potential and chimes with the Mayor’s policy 
direction, so we would like to see the LHS focus more on their delivery.  The 
following would be helpful: 
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• Councils to create community self build/community build waiting lists to 
ascertain demand as well as lists of land available for self build 
development 

• Councils to use commuted funds to support community self build and 
small builders 

• Mayor to devolve the administration of self build funds to Councils or VCS 
organisations (community groups report difficulties accessing self build 
grant money held by the Mayor) 

Appendix 2 Funding Proposals 

The Build Your Own Home – The London Way initiative, funding for older persons 
housing, Traveller Pitch Funds and other Targeted Funding Stream monies should 
all be referenced and details provided. 
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11 Supporters 
These organisations have contributed to and endorse this response: 

• Camden Federation of Private Tenants 

• Just Space Network 

• London Tenants Federation 

• London Voluntary Service Council 

• etc 


