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About the G15 

 

The G15 is the group of London’s largest housing associations. Our members house one in 

ten Londoners and own or manage more than 600,000 homes across the country. We’re 

independent, charitable organisations and all the money we make is reinvested in building 

more affordable homes and delivering services for our residents. Each G15 member is 

different, but we’re all striving towards the same goal – to solve the capital’s housing crisis 

and improve the lives of Londoners. 

 

https://g15.london/ 
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Summary 

The G15 acknowledges the Government’s stated aims in relation to the proposed changes 

to the current planning system. We are substantially in favour of the following goals: 

• review the methodology for assessing local housing needs to make it consistent with 
changings dynamics around housing stock and affordability levels; 
 

• delivery of affordable home ownership options in a way that support people to make 
the dream of homeownership a reality; 
 

• bring forward more small sites by making them more viable, removing some of the 
fixed costs of construction and some of the limitations on what can be built; and 
 

• support smaller builders during economic recovery from covid19, recognising the 
important contribution they make to overall housing supply. 
 

We believe these are creditable ambitions that can play a significant role in assisting the 

housing market and industry throughout the recovery phase. Particularly, as providers of 

affordable home ownership products, we are supportive of Government’s aspiration to give 

more people access to home ownership. Nevertheless, we do express reservations about 

the proposed methods of delivering these ambitions. 

It is also important to recognise that these changes are being considered during a pandemic 
which has seen devastating health and economic consequences across the country, and the 
Government has taken extraordinary action to mitigate the full impacts of both. 
 
On the assumption that there are not unlimited public resources and that construction activity 
is well set to drive an economic recovery, Government must calibrate its housing policy and 
expectations with this context. Above all else, this means supportive action to provide 
certainty to stimulate external investment. In this context there needs to be a greater focus 
on cumulative impact of changes in policy and regulation and realistic timescales for their 
implementation.  
 

Reviewing the standard method for assessing housing numbers in 

strategic plans 

We are supportive of Government’s ambition to review the way housing needs are currently 

assessed across the country, putting more emphasis on local affordability levels. In 

particular, we applaud the recognition by Government that in order to deliver 300,000 homes 

a year the planning system will need to prepare for a higher number. This contingency is 

crucial. 

We believe, however, that revised housing needs in London will need to be assessed 

against realistic considerations on deliverability. If most of the contingency is in London, as it 

seems to be at the moment, then this does not provide a plausible buffer to ensure that 

enough homes are built. 

According to our estimates, once the new method is implemented, the proposed stock 

dimension will be relatively ineffective in London. Specifically, we estimate that 78% of the 

new housing need figures across England will come from household projections rather than 

0.5% of stock. In London, that rises to 89%, so that existing numbers play a less influential 

role in London than they do nationwide – in 11% of cases rather than 22%. 
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On the other hand, the reviewed affordability dimension is likely to be particularly influential 

in London, where the affordability ratio over the last decade has increased on average by 

6.45, compared to a much lower rise of 2.29 across England. As confirmed in recent 

analysis by Lichfield, the new method will take the overall housing target in London to over 

93,000 per year. 

Although we certainly welcome a rise in the overall housing target – in view of the capital’s 

considerable need for new homes – we believe that this target should be realistic. As argued 

in Lichfield’s report, even assuming that London could sustain the recent pick of delivering 

40,000 new homes per year – quite difficult within the current economic climate – it might fall 

short of around 50,000 homes, which would in turn affect Government’s ambition to deliver 

300,000 homes per year nationally. 

Moving away from a system of fixed target numbers onto a system of target ranges – that 

accounts for realistic levels of contingency – would enable better planning around how to 

meet changing housing needs at local level. 

Moreover, we believe that the London Plan should retain the ability to aggregate total 

housing numbers and redistribute across boroughs according to local needs and 

considerations on deliverability. 

Delivering First Homes 

In our previous response to the consultation on First Homes, we pointed out that First 

Homes, if implemented in a way that is complimentary to existing affordable home ownership 

products that have a record of delivery, can be a policy that effectively help prospective first-

time purchasers buy a home, in some locations. 

However, we take this chance to reiterate that the indisputably greatest need nowadays is 

for low rent homes. There are 1.15m households on waiting lists for social housing (244,000 

in London), and over eight million individuals in housing need due to overcrowded, 

unaffordable, or unsuitable accommodation. Helping those on the fringes of homeownership 

will do little to help those who need help the most. 

We believe that First Homes must be delivered in a way that does not reduce the 

supply of low rent homes or existing affordable home ownership products. On this 

regard, the G15 already offers shared ownership, a popular affordable home ownership 

product, targeted at people who cannot afford to buy a home on the open market, but want 

the benefits of homeownership, including an equity stake and rights to adapt their home. 

In the previous consultation, we included analysis showing that in London, shared ownership 

is more affordable to first-time buyers in terms of deposit requirement, and provides a source 

of cross-subsidy for housing associations to reinvest money in delivering more affordable 

housing. In high value areas of the country, including London, it is unlikely that First Homes 

will be affordable to people on normal incomes. 

Our concern is that the introduction of First Homes – albeit downscaled in comparison to 

previous proposals – will significantly increase complexity in planning and reduce housing 

associations’ ability to deliver homes for shared ownership in London, which could have 

substantial knock-on consequences for their overall delivery of affordable housing. The 

Government’s proposal that policy compliant planning applications will deliver a minimum of 

25% of on-site affordable housing – or offsite contributions – as First Homes is therefore of 

significant concern to G15 members. 

https://lichfields.uk/blog/2020/august/7/setting-a-higher-standard-a-new-method-for-assessing-housing-needs/
https://s3.eu-west-2.amazonaws.com/jfd-g15/G15-First-Homes-consultation-response.pdf
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Given the viability of First Homes will be lower than both rented homes and shared 

ownership, the replacement of either with First Homes – to any proportion – is likely to leave 

a development unviable. This would likely require the recalculation of viability, then the 

application of 25% of homes in that recalculation to First Homes and then another 

recalculation of viability. And so on. This death spiral of complexity is almost entirely 

opposed to the intentions set out in Planning for the Future for a simple, clear and certain 

planning system. Given the new and innovative nature of the product it should be avoided, 

with it first being trialled through the funding programme and on exception sites.  

The current proposals for First Homes are likely to compromise the delivery of shared 

ownership in two ways. 

Firstly, the mandatory introduction of First Homes would eliminate delivery of shared 

ownership through s106 contributions in local authorities where shared ownership currently 

accounts for less than 25% of the required affordable tenure mix. 

Secondly, as an affordable housing product (albeit with substantially different mortgage 

requirements and eligibility criteria), First Homes will be in direct competition with shared 

ownership, potentially cannibalising demand for the latter1. 

Such is the importance of shared ownership to housing associations’ business plans – 

cross-subsidy through initial sales, rents and ongoing staircasing receipts underpins the 

viability of an association’s entire development programme – that this combination of 

displacement and reduced demand will have a substantial impact on the delivery of 

affordable housing. 

Fewer opportunities to deliver homes for shared ownership will mean fewer homes 

delivered at social rent levels given the role of shared ownership in cross-subsidising 

rental tenures. There is a need for both low rent homes and shared ownership homes – in 

London and nationwide – and both are a more effective use of developer subsidy. 

In addition, developers would also be directly affected by the delivery of First Homes through 

s106, mainly because of a reduction in upfront cashflows. At the moment, builders can 

secure substantial amounts from housing associations buying affordable homes at an early 

stage in the development. And this can in turn help developers build all tenures more 

quickly, boosting overall scheme viability. Delivering First Homes through s106 risks 

disrupting this mechanism, with potential consequences on viability. 

The other proposed mechanism for delivery – exception sites – cannot deliver First Homes 

at any significant volume in London. Data is not captured on how many homes are currently 

delivered on exception sites in London, but discussions with G15 members and the GLA 

suggest it is a tiny number. 

 

 

 

 

 
1 Although proposed reforms through the new model of shared ownership, including changes to repairs liabilities 
and the minimum initial share, could bring greater differentiation between the two products, potentially reducing 
the extent of competition. 
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Extending the small sites policy 

We wholeheartedly support Government’s aspiration to encourage hard-hit SME builders 

during the economic recovery and are well aware of the major contribution they make in 

delivering new homes. 

However, we believe this should not come at the expense of much needed affordable 

homes. As such, we are concerned about Government’s proposals to increase the threshold 

for affordable housing contribution to up to 40 or 50 new homes. 

G15 members and the GLA have recently carried out an analysis on housing approvals in 

London over the period 2012-2019, reporting that schemes of 10-50 units accounted for 

12% of net approvals of all affordable housing in the capital between 2012/13 and 2018/19. 

When looking into General Needs in particular, as the most needed type of affordable 

housing in London, this proportion is higher: over the same period, 16% of all General Needs 

rented homes in the capital – Social Rent, Affordable Rent and London Affordable Rent – 

were delivered through 10-50 units schemes. In some particular areas figures are even more 

striking. For instance, discussions with the sector suggest that the proposed threshold 

increase would remove between 40%-50% of Westminster’s affordable housing supply. 

Moreover, as Appendix 1 shows, between 2012/2013 and 2018/19 schemes of 10 to 50 

units contributed to almost £500m in off-site developer contributions in London. 

Whilst it is clear that the proposed threshold increase will significantly reduce the proportion 

of genuinely affordable housing in London, no evidence has been so far provided on 

whether such reforms might, in fact, support SMEs. 

Furthermore, as the Government recognised in the consultation document, increasing the 

threshold would create significant incentives to underplay density at the margins, with some 

developer attempting to bring forward larger sites in phasing of up to 40 or 50 homes to 

avoid contributions. 

As a group of Registered Providers, another major issue with increasing the threshold to 

include schemes of up to 40 or 50 units is that lack of planning obligations would also make 

it harder for housing associations to buy smaller sites for predominantly affordable schemes. 

Small and medium sized housing associations are particularly reliant on schemes of up to 50 

units. 

In line with recent considerations by Lichfield, we believe that an alternative way to bring 

forward more small sites – and making them more viable without affecting the overall 

delivery of affordable housing – would be to grant accelerated planning permission on small 

to medium sized schemes that deliver at least 40% of affordable housing – including First 

Homes – on small sites of less than .25 hectares – as per GLA definition. We further explore 

these recommendations below, in the last chapter of this Summary. 

 

Supporting SMEs 

We propose that the Government directly support smaller builders by granting limited 

guarantees that de-risk the process for SMEs. These measures should be outlined alongside 

a more precise and direct definition of SME, which is not solely based on the number of 

scheme units as a proxy. This would allow the Government to effectively support SMEs 

https://lichfields.uk/content/insights/small-sites-unlocking-housing-delivery
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without causing a reduction in the much-needed General Needs homes that builders of all 

sizes deliver. 

We acknowledge that the Government has recently amended the Community Infrastructure 

Levy Regulations 2010 through the Community Infrastructure Levy (Coronavirus) 

(Amendment) (England) Regulations 2020 to give authorities discretion, for a limited period, 

to defer CIL payments for small and medium sized developers without having to impose 

additional costs on them. 

In line with this reform, we believe that a more effective and direct form of support might 

entail granting SMEs limited CIL exemption over the medium-term.  

Over the longer term, a smoother approach to planning – with clear rules around proportions 

and type of affordable housing to be delivered on smaller sites – would likely save SMEs 

precious time and resources, effectively allowing them to deliver many more homes without 

discarding important affordable housing contributions. 

In this regard, a recently published report by Lichfield sheds light on the bureaucratic burden 

entailed within the process for securing affordable housing on smaller schemes, highlighting 

that a complicated planning process – featuring long delays as negotiations between 

developers and local authorities over housing mix take place – is what makes it especially 

difficult for SMEs to secure timely permissions. 

 

G15 proposals: granting Local Authorities more flexibility around local 

policy’s tenure mix and delivering more affordable homes through small 

sites 

Granting Local Authorities flexibility around tenure mix in their area 

Given the substantial effect on overall programme viability, we would suggest to Government 

that, rather than introducing a mandatory national requirement for First Homes, Local 

Planning Authorities should be able to consider whether First Homes are an appropriate 

alternative to shared ownership in their area. 

Affording local discretion would allow First Homes to be delivered where this is a 

demonstrable need, while allowing housing associations to continue to cross-subsidise 

continued provision of low-cost rented accommodation including at social rent levels through 

shared ownership sales and staircasing receipts. 

In the absence of such discretion, it is likely that new stipulations about the delivery of First 

Homes combined with the new model and Right to Shared Ownership will significantly 

decrease home-building activity and increase the per home grant rate for shared ownership. 

Any application of First Homes should exempt housing association or local authority led sites 

from their requirements.  

Accelerated planning permission for small sites delivering affordable housing 

In line with our previous response to the First Homes consultation – and with the latest report 

by Lichfield – we propose that small sites of less than .25 hectares are granted accelerated 

planning permission if they are set to deliver at least 40% of affordable housing, including 

First Homes. 

https://www.legislation.gov.uk/uksi/2020/781/contents/made
https://www.legislation.gov.uk/uksi/2020/781/contents/made
https://lichfields.uk/media/6180/small-sites-unlocking-housing-delivery_sep-2020.pdf
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Despite London being the urban centre of England, with most suitable locations for housing 

already built on to some extent, just 30% of London’s new build housing is built on sites of 

less than .25 hectares. This is because it is harder to make these sites viable, thanks to 

some fixed costs of construction and greater limitations on what can be built. 

If more of such sites were made viable, and were made the main delivery mechanism for 

First Homes in London, First Homes could be delivered in a way that not only does not 

displace other affordable housing, but also may be truly additional housing supply. 

Furthermore, the proposed approach would release the full potential of sites of less than .25 

hectares, making them a valuable contributor to increased overall housing supply in the 

capital, while preserving the important role played by schemes of 40-50 homes in the 

delivery of much needed General Needs homes. 

To increase the volume of homes delivered through this route in London, Government could 

consider giving sites of less than .25 hectares with at least 40% of affordable homes – 

including First Homes – advantages in planning, for example: 

- Permission in Principle 
- Fast tracked planning 
- A Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL) exemption. 

 

This way First Homes could be delivered in a way that not only does not significantly 

encroach on other types of affordable housing but may deliver additional affordability and 

additional homes overall. 

 

Extending Permission in Principle 

In relation to Government’s proposal to remove the restriction in the current Permission in 

Principle regulations on major development, to include residential schemes of up to 150 

homes, we do see the benefit of permission in principle in certain areas under the right 

conditions and recognise that this could be a useful tool in speeding up planning. However, 

we would want to understand how this affects unit numbers, design and safety. ‘Supporting 

information’ that accompanies any Permission in Principle application needs defining. 
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Questionnaire 

Reviewing the standard method for assessing housing numbers in 

strategic plans 

Q1: Do you agree that planning practice guidance should be amended to specify that 

the appropriate baseline for the standard method is whichever is the higher of the 

level of 0.5% of housing stock in each local authority area OR the latest household 

projections averaged over a 10-year period? 

We are supportive of Government’s ambition to review the way housing needs are currently 

assessed across the country, putting more emphasis on local affordability levels. In 

particular, we applaud the recognition by Government that in order to deliver 300,000 homes 

a year the planning system will need to prepare for a higher number. This contingency is 

crucial. 

We believe, however, that revised housing needs in London will need to be assessed 

against realistic considerations on deliverability. If most of the contingency is in London, as it 

seems to be at the moment, then this does not provide a plausible buffer to ensure that 

enough homes are built. 

According to our estimates, once the new method is implemented, the proposed stock 

dimension will be relatively ineffective in London. Specifically, we estimate that 78% of the 

new housing need figures across England will come from household projections rather than 

0.5% of stock. In London, that rises to 89%, so that existing numbers play a less influential 

role in London than they do nationwide – in 11% of cases rather than 22%. 

On the other hand, the reviewed affordability dimension is likely to be particularly influential 

in London, where the affordability ratio over the last decade has increased on average by 

6.45, compared to a much lower rise of 2.29 across England. As confirmed in recent 

analysis by Lichfield, the new method will take the overall housing target in London to over 

93,000 per year. 

Although we certainly welcome a rise in the overall housing target – considering the capital’s 

considerable need for new homes – we believe that this target should be realistic. As argued 

in Lichfield’s report, even assuming that London could sustain the recent pick of delivering 

40,000 new homes per year – quite difficult within the current economic climate – it might fall 

short of around 50,000 homes, which would in turn affect Government’s ambition to deliver 

300,000 homes per year nationally. 

Moving away from a system of fixed target numbers onto a system of target ranges – that 

accounts for realistic levels of contingency – would enable better planning around how to 

meet changing housing needs at local level. 

Moreover, we believe that the London Plan should retain the ability to aggregate total 

housing numbers and redistribute across boroughs according to local needs and 

considerations on deliverability. 

 

Q2: In the stock element of the baseline, do you agree that 0.5% of existing stock for 

the standard method is appropriate? If not, please explain why. 

As above. 

https://lichfields.uk/blog/2020/august/7/setting-a-higher-standard-a-new-method-for-assessing-housing-needs/
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Q3: Do you agree that using the workplace-based median house price to median 

earnings ratio from the most recent year for which data is available to adjust the 

standard method’s baseline is appropriate? If not, please explain why. 

See answer to Q1. 

 

Q4: Do you agree that incorporating an adjustment for the change of affordability over 

10 years is a positive way to look at whether affordability has improved? If not, please 

explain why. 

See answer to Q1. 

 

Q5: Do you agree that affordability is given an appropriate weighting within the 

standard method? If not, please explain why. 

See answer to Q1. 

 

Do you agree that authorities should be planning having regard to their revised 

standard method need figure, from the publication date of the revised guidance, with 

the exception of: 

Q6: Authorities which are already at the second stage of the strategic plan 

consultation process (Regulation 19), which should be given 6 months to submit their 

plan to the Planning Inspectorate for examination? 

NA 

 

Q7: Authorities close to publishing their second stage consultation (Regulation 19), 

which should be given 3 months from the publication date of the revised guidance to 

publish their Regulation 19 plan, and a further 6 months to submit their plan to the 

Planning Inspectorate? 

NA 
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Delivering First Homes 

Q8: The Government is proposing policy compliant planning applications will deliver 

a minimum of 25% of onsite affordable housing as First Homes, and a minimum of 

25% of offsite contributions towards First Homes where appropriate. Which do you 

think is the most appropriate option for the remaining 75% of affordable housing 

secured through developer contributions? Please provide reasons and / or evidence 

for your views (if possible): 

i) Prioritising the replacement of affordable home ownership tenures, and delivering 

rental tenures in the ratio set out in the local plan policy. 

ii) Negotiation between a local authority and developer. 

iii) Other (please specify) 

In our previous response to the consultation on First Homes, we pointed out that First 

Homes, if implemented in a way that is complimentary to existing affordable home ownership 

products that have a record of delivery, can be a policy that effectively help prospective first-

time purchasers buy a home, in some locations. 

However, we take this chance to reiterate that the indisputably greatest need nowadays is 

for low rent homes. There are 1.15m households on waiting lists for social housing (244,000 

in London), and over eight million individuals in housing need due to overcrowded, 

unaffordable, or unsuitable accommodation. Helping those on the fringes of homeownership 

will do little to help those who need help the most. 

We believe that First Homes must be delivered in a way that does not reduce the 

supply of low rent homes or existing affordable home ownership products. On this 

regard, the G15 already offers shared ownership, a popular affordable home ownership 

product, targeted at people who cannot afford to buy a home on the open market, but want 

the benefits of homeownership, including an equity stake and rights to adapt their home. 

In the previous consultation, we included analysis showing that in London, shared ownership 

is more affordable to first-time buyers in terms of deposit requirement, and provides a source 

of cross-subsidy for housing associations to reinvest money in delivering more affordable 

housing. In high value areas of the country, including London, it is unlikely that First Homes 

will be affordable to people on normal incomes. 

Our concern is that the introduction of First Homes – albeit downscaled in comparison to 

previous proposals – will significantly increase complexity in planning and reduce housing 

associations’ ability to deliver homes for shared ownership in London, which could have 

substantial knock-on consequences for their overall delivery of affordable housing. The 

Government’s proposal that policy compliant planning applications will deliver a minimum of 

25% of on-site affordable housing – or offsite contributions – as First Homes is therefore of 

significant concern to G15 members. 

Given the viability of First Homes will be lower than both rented homes and shared 

ownership, the replacement of either with First Homes – to any proportion – is likely to leave 

a development unviable. This would likely require the recalculation of viability, then the 

application of 25% of homes in that recalculation to First Homes and then another 

recalculation of viability. And so on. This death spiral of complexity is almost entirely 

opposed to the intentions set out in Planning for the Future for a simple, clear and certain 

planning system. Given the new and innovative nature of the product it should be avoided, 

with it first being trialled through the funding programme and on exception sites.  

https://s3.eu-west-2.amazonaws.com/jfd-g15/G15-First-Homes-consultation-response.pdf
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The current proposals for First Homes are likely to compromise the delivery of shared 

ownership in two ways. 

Firstly, the mandatory introduction of First Homes would eliminate delivery of shared 

ownership through s106 contributions in local authorities where shared ownership currently 

accounts for less than 25% of the required affordable tenure mix. 

Secondly, as an affordable housing product (albeit with substantially different mortgage 

requirements and eligibility criteria), First Homes will be in direct competition with shared 

ownership, potentially cannibalising demand for the latter2. 

Such is the importance of shared ownership to housing associations’ business plans – 

cross-subsidy through initial sales, rents and ongoing staircasing receipts underpins the 

viability of an association’s entire development programme – that this combination of 

displacement and reduced demand will have a substantial impact on the delivery of 

affordable housing. 

Fewer opportunities to deliver homes for shared ownership will mean fewer homes 

delivered at social rent levels given the role of shared ownership in cross-subsidising 

rental tenures. There is a need for both low rent homes and shared ownership homes – in 

London and nationwide – and both are a more effective use of developer subsidy. 

In addition, developers would also be directly affected by the delivery of First Homes through 

s106, mainly because of a reduction in upfront cashflows. At the moment, builders can 

secure substantial amounts from housing associations buying affordable homes at an early 

stage in the development. And this can in turn help developers build all tenures more 

quickly, boosting overall scheme viability. Delivering First Homes through s106 risks 

disrupting this mechanism, with potential consequences on viability. 

The other proposed mechanism for delivery – exception sites – cannot deliver First Homes 

at any significant volume in London. Data is not captured on how many homes are currently 

delivered on exception sites in London, but discussions with G15 members and the GLA 

suggest it is a tiny number. 

Granting Local Authorities flexibility around tenure mix in their area 

Given the substantial effect on overall programme viability, we would suggest to Government 

that, rather than introducing a mandatory national requirement for First Homes, Local 

Planning Authorities should be able to consider whether First Homes are an appropriate 

alternative to shared ownership in their area. 

Affording local discretion would allow First Homes to be delivered where this is a 

demonstrable need, while allowing housing associations to continue to cross-subsidise 

continued provision of low-cost rented accommodation including at social rent levels through 

shared ownership sales and staircasing receipts. 

In the absence of such discretion, it is likely that new stipulations about the delivery of First 

Homes combined with the new model and Right to Shared Ownership will significantly 

decrease home-building activity and increase the per home grant rate for shared ownership. 

 
2 Although proposed reforms through the new model of shared ownership, including changes to repairs liabilities 
and the minimum initial share, could bring greater differentiation between the two products, potentially reducing 
the extent of competition. 
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Any application of First Homes should exempt housing association or local authority led sites 

from their requirements. 

 

With regards to current exemptions from delivery of affordable home ownership 

products: 

 

Q9: Should the existing exemptions from the requirement for affordable home 

ownership products (e.g. for build to rent) also apply to this First Homes 

requirement? 

See answer to Q8. 

 

Q10: Are any existing exemptions not required? If not, please set out which 

exemptions and why. 

See answer to Q8. 

 

Q11: Are any other exemptions needed? If so, please provide reasons and /or 

evidence for your views. 

Any application of First Homes should exempt housing association or local authority led sites 

from their requirements.  

 

Q12: Do you agree with the proposed approach to transitional arrangements set out 

above? 

NA 

 

Q13: Do you agree with the proposed approach to different levels of discount? 

Modelling by Savills indicated a 30% discount would be insufficient to bring home ownership 

within the reach of households on median incomes in the vast majority of the country. 

Although there is a clear temptation to set a higher discount in areas of worse affordability 

like London, there is also a greater need for submarket rented homes in these areas, and a 

greater need for more supply of housing. 

Modelling undertaken by the G15 in response to the First Homes consultation shows that 

even at a higher discount of 40%, in London deposits requirements for First Homes are more 

than twice as high as what required for buying a 25% share of a shared ownership home. 

For this reason, where local authorities wish to set higher discounts, they should have an 

evidenced reason included in an approved Local Plan in order to be able to do so. Insight on 

some of these issues should come about as a result of the 1,500 unit pilot of ‘First Homes’ 

through the 2021-26 Affordable Homes Programme. 

https://s3.eu-west-2.amazonaws.com/jfd-g15/G15-First-Homes-consultation-response.pdf
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Furthermore, although the current consultation document explicitly mentions the aspiration to 

secure First Homes also for key workers, we believe it is not a suitable option for key 

workers in London, even assuming a discount higher than 30%. 

A bigger effort is needed to deliver genuinely affordable homes for the 1.05m key workers 

who have been keeping the capital going during the coronavirus outbreak, and who are set 

to play a crucial role over the difficult winter months. As key workers in London have a broad 

range of circumstances and incomes, it is crucial that we keep delivering affordable homes 

at a range of rents and prices. 

In this regard, in April 2020 we led a call to the private, public and charitable sectors to join 

together to build low cost Homes for Heroes. As part of this effort, we identified three types 

of affordable homes that might specifically be targeted at key workers: 

- For essential workers who earn low wages, we need to build more social homes. 

Many essential workers already live in social rented homes, but many more are 

trapped in an unaffordable and insecure private rented sector, often in shared or 

overcrowded homes.  

 

- For essential workers on middle-incomes, there needs to be a new discounted rent 

option, significantly below market rents. Many essential workers on middle-incomes 

in London would never qualify for social housing but would still find renting a flat for 

themselves very unaffordable – especially if they have children. For an essential 

worker earning a median London NHS salary, a discounted rent would be around 

40% of their take home pay.  

 

- For essential workers who earn a higher wage, or where they are on a moderate 

wage and their partner also works, shared ownership (part buy, part low rent) would 

be an affordable option. This is true even in places where buying a market value 

home would be a long way out of reach.  

 

Q14: Do you agree with the approach of allowing a small proportion of market 

housing on First Homes exception sites, in order to ensure site viability? 

See answer to Q8. 

  

Q15: Do you agree with the removal of the site size threshold set out in the National 

Planning Policy Framework? 

See answer to Q8. 

 

Q16: Do you agree that the First Homes exception sites policy should not apply in 

designated rural areas? 

NA 

https://g15.london/news/homes-for-heroes
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Temporarily lifting the small sites threshold below which developers do 

not need to contribute to affordable housing, to up to 40 or 50 units to 

support SME builders as the economy recovers from the impact of 

Covid-19 

Q17: Do you agree with the proposed approach to raise the small sites threshold for a 

time-limited period? 

(see question 18 for comments on level of threshold) 

We wholeheartedly support Government’s aspiration to encourage hard-hit SME builders 

during the economic recovery and are well aware of the major contribution they make in 

delivering new homes. 

However, we believe this should not come at the expense of much needed affordable 

homes. As such, we are concerned about Government’s proposals to increase the threshold 

for affordable housing contribution to up to 40 or 50 new homes. 

G15 members and the GLA have recently carried out an analysis on housing approvals in 

London over the period 2012-2019, reporting that schemes of 10-50 units accounted for 

12% of net approvals of all affordable housing in the capital between 2012/13 and 2018/19. 

When looking into General Needs in particular, as the most needed type of affordable 

housing in London, this proportion is higher: over the same period, 16% of all General Needs 

rented homes in the capital – Social Rent, Affordable Rent and London Affordable Rent – 

were delivered through 10-50 units schemes. In some particular areas figures are even more 

striking. For instance, discussions with the sector suggest that the proposed threshold 

increase would remove between 40%-50% of Westminster’s affordable housing supply. 

Moreover, as Appendix 1 shows, between 2012/2013 and 2018/19 schemes of 10 to 50 

units contributed to almost £500m in off-site developer contributions in London. 

Whilst it is clear that the proposed threshold increase will significantly reduce the proportion 

of genuinely affordable housing in London, no evidence has been so far provided on 

whether such reforms might, in fact, support SMEs. 

Furthermore, as the Government recognised in the consultation document, increasing the 

threshold would create significant incentives to underplay density at the margins, with some 

developer attempting to bring forward larger sites in phasing of up to 40 or 50 homes to 

avoid contributions. 

As a group of Registered Providers, another major issue with increasing the threshold to 

include schemes of up to 40 or 50 units is that lack of planning obligations would also make 

it harder for housing associations to buy smaller sites for predominantly affordable schemes. 

Small and medium sized housing associations are particularly reliant on schemes of up to 50 

units. 

In line with recent considerations by Lichfield, we believe that an alternative way to bring 

forward more small sites – and making them more viable without affecting the overall 

delivery of affordable housing – would be to grant accelerated planning permission on small 

to medium sized schemes that deliver at least 40% of affordable housing – including First 

Homes – on small sites of less than .25 hectares – as per GLA definition. 

 

https://lichfields.uk/content/insights/small-sites-unlocking-housing-delivery
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Q18: What is the appropriate level of small sites threshold? 

i) Up to 40 homes 

ii) Up to 50 homes 

iii) Other (please specify) 

OTHER 

In line with our previous response to the First Homes consultation – and with the latest report 

by Lichfield – we propose that small sites of less than .25 hectares are granted accelerated 

planning permission if they are set to deliver at least 40% of affordable housing, including 

First Homes. 

Despite London being the urban centre of England, with most suitable locations for housing 

already built on to some extent, just 30% of London’s new build housing is built on sites of 

less than .25 hectares. This is because it is harder to make these sites viable, thanks to 

some fixed costs of construction and greater limitations on what can be built. 

If more of such sites were made viable, and were made the main delivery mechanism for 

First Homes in London, First Homes could be delivered in a way that not only does not 

displace other affordable housing, but also may be truly additional housing supply. 

Furthermore, the proposed approach would release the full potential of sites of less than .25 

hectares, making them a valuable contributor to increased overall housing supply in the 

capital, while preserving the important role played by schemes of 40-50 homes in the 

delivery of much needed General Needs homes. 

To increase the volume of homes delivered through this route in London, Government could 

consider giving sites of less than .25 hectares with at least 40% of affordable homes – 

including First Homes – advantages in planning, for example: 

- Permission in Principle 
- Fast tracked planning 
- A Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL) exemption. 

 

This way First Homes could be delivered in a way that not only does not significantly 

encroach on other types of affordable housing but may deliver additional affordability and 

additional homes overall. 

 

Q19: Do you agree with the proposed approach to the site size threshold? 

See answer to Q17. 

 

Q20: Do you agree with linking the time-limited period to economic recovery and 

raising the threshold for an initial period of 18 months? 

See answer to Q17. 

 

Q21: Do you agree with the proposed approach to minimising threshold effects? 
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See answer to Q17.  

 

Q22: Do you agree with the Government’s proposed approach to setting thresholds in 

rural areas? 

NA 

 

Q23: Are there any other ways in which the Government can support SME builders to 

deliver new homes during the economic recovery period? 

Our recommendation is that Government explores a range of strategies to support SME 

builders without jeopardising the supply of affordable housing. These include:  

- front-loading investment through the 2021-26 Affordable Homes Programme to help 
housing associations continue to build throughout the downturn in the housing 
market, thereby creating a reliable pipeline of work for SME builders; 
 

- directly targeting SME builders (as opposed to indirectly through site size, as 
Government has done by enabling local authorities to temporarily defer CIL 
payments for SMEs identified as having an annual turnover of no more than £45m); 
and 
 

- using the various fiscal and policy levers at Government’s disposal including tax 
breaks, targeted interventions through the job retention scheme and investment in 
skills and training 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



18 
 

Extending the current Permission in Principle to major development 

Q24: Do you agree that the new Permission in Principle should remove the restriction 

on major development? 

In relation to Government’s proposal to remove the restriction in the current Permission in 

Principle regulations on major development, to include residential schemes of up to 150 

homes, we do see the benefit of permission in principle in certain areas under the right 

conditions and recognise that this could be a useful tool in speeding up planning. However, 

we would want to understand how this affects unit numbers, design and safety. ‘Supporting 

information’ that accompanies any Permission in Principle application needs defining. 

 

Q25: Should the new Permission in Principle for major development set any limit on 

the amount of commercial development (providing housing still occupies the majority 

of the floorspace of the overall scheme)? Please provide any comments in support of 

your views. 

NA 

 

Q26: Do you agree with our proposal that information requirements for Permission in 

Principle by application for major development should broadly remain unchanged? If 

you disagree, what changes would you suggest and why? 

NA 

 

Q27: Should there be an additional height parameter for Permission in Principle? 

Please provide comments in support of your views. 

NA 

 

Q28: Do you agree that publicity arrangements for Permission in Principle by 

application should be extended for large developments? If so, should local planning 

authorities be: 

i) required to publish a notice in a local newspaper? 

ii) subject to a general requirement to publicise the application or 

iii) both? 

iv) disagree 

If you disagree, please state your reasons. 

NA 

 

Q29: Do you agree with our proposal for a banded fee structure based on a flat fee per 

hectarage, with a maximum fee cap? 

NA 



19 
 

 

Q30: What level of flat fee do you consider appropriate, and why? 

NA 

 

Q31: Do you agree that any brownfield site that is granted Permission in Principle 

through the application process should be included in Part 2 of the Brownfield Land 

Register? If you disagree, please state why. 

NA 

 

Q32: What guidance would help support applicants and local planning authorities to 

make decisions about Permission in Principle? Where possible, please set out any 

areas of guidance you consider are currently lacking and would assist stakeholders. 

NA 

 

Q33: What costs and benefits do you envisage the proposed scheme would cause? 

Where you have identified drawbacks, how might these be overcome? 

NA 

 

Q34: To what extent do you consider landowners and developers are likely to use the 

proposed measure? Please provide evidence where possible. 

NA 
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Appendix 

Appendix 1 – Sum of Cash in Lieu Affordable Housing (2012-2018) 

Sum of Cash in 

Lieu Affordable 

Housing 

Column 

Labels 
        

  1 to 9 10 to 40 41 to 50 51 or more Grand Total 

Row Labels           

FY2012 13,196,494 23,342,896 1,551,500 60,716,350 98,807,240 

FY2013 44,638,888 56,743,587 23,096,951 71,238,469 195,717,895 

FY2014 34,846,343 43,954,602 50,000 109,440,609 188,291,554 

FY2015 34,228,550 103,686,726 43,693,284 142,427,025 324,035,585 

FY2016 21,537,556 91,290,950 33,171,623 147,759,482 293,759,611 

FY2017 10,847,713 26,106,939 6,096,038 113,091,233 156,141,923 

FY2018 7,839,164 29,732,502 5,826,560 40,550,283 83,948,509 

Grand Total 167,134,708 374,858,202 113,485,956 685,223,451 1,340,702,317 

Source: GLA (London Development Database, Planning Permissions) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

https://data.london.gov.uk/dataset/planning-permissions-on-the-london-development-database--ldd-
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For more information, please contact: 

 
Fabio Miccoli 
Research and Policy Analyst 
Network Homes 
020 8782 4320 
fabio.miccoli@networkhomes.org.uk 
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