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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 welcomes the GLA consultation on the evolving position of intermediate housing in 

London and the key role it could play to support recovery from the impacts of Covid-19. 

It is very likely that as a result of the current recession the demand for affordable housing will 

increase. Intermediate housing can play a vital part in supporting the economy through the 

uncertainty of Covid-19 and it is therefore paramount that Registered Providers are able to 

provide different options for a variety of households on different incomes and housing needs. 

Affordable housing products have a positive impact on build out rates and can therefore 

support the wider housing market throughout the crisis. By ensuring large development sites 

have a ‘diversity of offerings’, including tenure type, developers can increase the speed of 

build-out rates and mediate the impact of the absorption rate of new homes into a local 

market. Investing in more shared ownership and intermediate housing options, alongside 

social and affordable rent homes, will therefore support the recovery of the housing market.  

We believe that in London, in particular, much more intermediate rented housing is needed, 

in between shared ownership and social rent. A big effort is especially necessary to deliver 

genuinely affordable homes for the 1.05m key workers who have been keeping this city 

going during the coronavirus outbreak, and who are set to play a crucial role over the difficult 

winter months. 

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

build low cost Homes for Heroes, to thank and support our key workers in London and 

nationwide. In our proposal, we recognised that key workers have a broad range of 

circumstances and incomes, and that a housing offer to meet their needs should therefore 

be made available at a range of rents and prices. 

Our considerations on the specific questions posed in the consultation document follow 

overleaf. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

https://g15.london/news/homes-for-heroes
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Questionnaire 

Affordability and delivery  

Q1. a) Should the GLA introduce a cap on the open market value of new shared ownership 

homes? 

No, introducing a cap on the open market value of shared ownership homes could constrain 

delivery. Local authorities’ affordability criteria act as the de facto limit to open market value. 

In some cases, these are significantly more stringent than the Mayor’s current requirement for 

monthly housing costs to be less than 40% of net household income for households earning 

up to £90,000. For example, Southwark’s household income limits ranged from £47,290 for a 

one-bed flat to £73,561 for a four-bed home in 2019, while also applying the 40% of net 

household income rule. 

Assessing affordability via the 40% rule is effective as it takes individual circumstances into 

account. For example, whether the household comprise one or two earners, the initial share 

purchased, the value of the deposit and specific details of the mortgage costs, interests rates, 

rent, service charges etc. 

Applying an open market value cap will mean some households who are demonstrably able 

to afford a home based on the existing 40% rule could be rejected. Joint-earners are likely to 

be penalised – given their combined incomes are not taxed to the same extent as the 

equivalent income of a single earner – as are those households able to purchase a larger 

initial share and/or with a bigger deposit. Further, the proposal to introduce a cap on the open 

market value of shared ownership homes could inadvertently prevent key workers in high-

value boroughs from accessing shared ownership properties by limiting the supply.  

Whilst the consultation notes that only 18% of shared ownership homes are valued at 

£600,000 or above in London, some members do have a number of sites with homes above 

this price point which help support the wider delivery of affordable homes. Restricting the 

overall price of homes could deter investor interest in shared ownership, such as in the recent 

agreement between MTVH and ReSI Housing that has allowed 132 private sale homes at 

Clapham Park, Lambeth to be converted into shared ownership homes.   

For households unable to buy on the open market, being able to move within the shared 

ownership sector is important. Introducing a cap on the open market value of shared 

ownership homes would also constrain the diversity of available shared ownership homes, 

thereby making it harder for shared owners looking to move to more suitable homes as their 

housing needs and aspirations change.   

The application of an open market value cap should also be considered alongside Government 

proposals for a new model of shared ownership that will see the minimum mandatory initial 

share reduced from 25% to 10%, the effect of which will be to bring an increased range of 

homes within reach of lower earners. 

Case study of the impact of the £600k cap on London shared ownership 

In the last year one of our members appraised a site in an outer London borough with capacity 

to deliver 800 homes of a variety of tenures. In this area of the borough, sales values range 

between £600 and £750 per sq. ft, resulting in 3 bed flats valued at over £600,000.  

London shared ownership homes formed 10% of the overall housing provision. If the London 

shared ownership cap was applied, it is likely that there would have been only 1 and 2 bed 

flats provided on this site due to the impact on the viability of the reduced values.  

https://www.southwark.gov.uk/assets/attach/8945/Intermediate-Housing-Affordability-Thresholds-Jan-2019.pdf
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Instead of applying a cap on the value of the property, the housing association believed it to 

be much more appropriate to apply a cap, as is currently the case, on the household income 

of those purchasing a share of the property.  

In this scenario, income caps, rather than value caps, allowed them to deliver 3 bed shared 

ownership flats, respecting the dwelling mix set out by the local authority for intermediate 

housing, whilst still addressing affordability.  

To ensure that a shared owner’s mortgage, rent and service charge forms no more than 40% 

of their income, the housing association adjusted the first tranche sale percentage and the 

rent percentage for 3 bed flats on site. They took the decision to reflect local incomes, rather 

than base affordability on the upper threshold of household income at £90k and set the first 

tranche sale to 25% and the rent to 1.85%. 

 

Q1. b) What, if any, impact would this have on housing market recovery post Covid-19? 

Shared ownership contributes to additional affordable housing supply through its ability to 

generate cross-subsidy from staircasing and sales income. While there is no requirement for 

individuals to staircase after initial purchase, when staircasing does occur, it creates additional 

income that Registered Providers can reinvest in the development of more homes at social 

and affordable rent levels. It is likely that the need for more affordable housing in London will 

be exacerbated by the economic impact of Covid-19 and constraining the cross-subsidy 

potential of shared ownership by applying an open market value cap will limit housing market 

recovery and will result in a need for more grant to subsidise this loss.  

One of the G15 members applies a considerably higher and more exacting internal rate of 

return for high-value shared ownership homes, identified on the basis of likely values per 

square foot. That is to ensure the development of high-value shared ownership homes only 

goes ahead where these will generate significantly more cross-subsidy on a square foot basis 

than regular value shared ownership homes. 

Applying a cap would therefore reduce a valuable ‘premium’ source of cross-subsidy, which 

when combined with current Government proposals such as the mandatory introduction of 

First Homes and revisions to shared ownership, would reduce housing associations’ ability to 

cross-subsidise affordable housing. 

 

Q2. a) Should the GLA require housing providers to report on service charge levels at 

regular intervals? 

The GLA currently requires housing providers to comply with the GLA Service Charge 
Charter which we believe are sufficient to guarantee transparency around current levels of 
service charge. In this regard, adding new requirements would add complexity without 
delivering significant improvements. 

By definition, service charges need to be tailored to individual sites and therefore any 
comparison between them is difficult. Factors such as construction type, legal arrangement, 
inclusion of sinking funds, building characteristics, facilities and equipment, size and scale, 
age and type of development, as well as delivery model (such as contracted or delivered 
services) and regional markets and factors will affect the type and volume of service offered 
and cost. This is not an exhaustive list and merely gives an indication of the level of potential 
variation to costs that could mean impact on how comparable charges are. 
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Some charges, such as management and administration fees would be easier to compare 
and could be reported on. 

It would also be necessary to consider the timing and method of reporting on service charge 

levels, to take account of the estimated and actual costs of service delivery and any resulting 

surplus or deficit, as well as other factors such as major works costs and fixed service 

charge models. 

 

Q2. b) If so, should the GLA make this information available to the public? 

If data is meaningful then it should be published to increase visibility and transparency. 

However, the approach to this would need to be considered carefully in order to make any 

reporting fit for the intended purpose. 

As already stressed, it should be made clear to residents that service charges are tailored to 

individual schemes/estates, whilst merely reporting figures without acknowledging the 

potential variation to costs might lead to increased dissatisfaction and complaints. We 

suggest it would be more useful to provide guidance to help shared owners understand 

service charges. 

 

Q3. Should the GLA require affordable housing providers to publish a schedule of additional 

fees which may be charged to shared owners for specific services or transactions? 

Yes, this would ensure consistency and transparency. 

 

Q4. What more could be done to improve the experience of those living in shared 

ownership? 

It is crucial to make sure prospective purchasers are provided with clear information at the 

initial sales stage, especially with regards to residents and landlords’ duties and 

responsibilities. 

46 housing associations are currently signed up to The National Housing Federation’s 

information campaign on shared ownership which aims to develop and deliver a clear, 

consistent way the sector talks about, and markets, shared ownership products. This 

demonstrates the strength of feeling across the sector that ensuring prospective and current 

buyers understand both the rights and responsibilities, particularly in regard to maintenance, 

involved in shared ownership is a priority area for improving the shared ownership model. 

Improving transparency and ensuring buyers’ expectations of shared ownerships are clear 

will improve the experience of those living in shared ownership resulting in a better product 

overall. 

Previously a number of G15 members produced a draft e-learning module to support 

perspective shared owners with the understanding of leaseholds terms and conditions in a 

simple and interactive way. The draft e-learning was aimed to include information on 

payment and charges, staircasing process, subletting, as well as responsibilities around 

property management and repairs. 

If felt that this is as useful tool to be further developed with the GLA it will need to be 

reviewed in line with Government’s recent announcements on shared ownership, to make 

sure it reflects changes to the current product.   
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Q5. What role should intermediate housing play in meeting housing need and supporting the 

housing market as part of the recovery from the impacts of Covid19? 

It is very likely that as a result of the current recession the demand for affordable housing will 

increase. Intermediate housing can play a vital role in supporting the economy through the 

uncertainty of Covid-19 and it is therefore paramount that Registered Providers are able to 

provide different options for a variety of households on different incomes and housing needs.  

As evidenced in the Letwin review, affordable housing products have a positive impact on 

build out rates and can therefore support the wider housing market through the uncertainty 

of Covid-19. By ensuring large development sites have a ‘diversity of offerings’, including 

tenure type, developers can increase the speed of build-out rates and mediate the impact of 

the absorption rate of new homes into a local market. Investing in more shared ownership 

and intermediate housing options, alongside social and affordable rent homes, will therefore 

support the recovery of the housing market.  Furthermore, by ensuring London’s 

intermediate housing offering includes a diversity of homes and choices, intermediate 

housing could play a key role in preventing urban polarisation. 

Further, as a genuinely affordable and accessible product, shared ownership can play a vital 

role in meeting housing need at this time. While the full market value of a typical shared 

ownership home is comparable to the average value of a home purchased through Help to 

Buy or purchased by a first-time buyer on the open market, the income and deposit of a 

typical shared ownership purchaser is significantly lower.1 This suggests that shared 

ownership is effective at enabling households on a wider range of incomes to access home 

ownership, and particularly helps those with relatively small deposits to access home 

ownership. It also contributes to additional affordable housing supply through its ability to 

generate cross-subsidy from staircasing and sales income, providing a boost to both the 

housing market and the number of affordable products available to Londoners through 

reinvestment. 

Analysis by the G15 shows that in London, shared ownership is a more affordable product 

than First Homes, in particular as shared ownership homes require lower deposits.  

 

Q6. a) What role should intermediate rented homes play in London’s affordable housing mix, 

as part of the recovery from the impacts of Covid-19? 

We believe that in London much more intermediate rented housing is needed, in between 

Shared Ownership and Social Rent. Particularly, a much bigger effort is needed to deliver 

genuinely affordable homes for the 1.05m key workers who have been keeping this city 

going during the coronavirus outbreak, and who are set to play a crucial role over the difficult 

winter months. 

In April 2020, the G15 led a call to the private, public and charitable sectors to join together 

to build low cost Homes for Heroes, to thank and support our key workers in London and 

nationwide. In our proposal, we recognised that key workers have a broad range of 

circumstances and incomes, and that a housing offer to meet their needs should therefore 

be made available at a range of rents and prices. 

 
1 GLA Housing Research Note: Intermediate Housing – The Evidence Base  

https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/independent-review-of-build-out-final-report
https://s3.eu-west-2.amazonaws.com/jfd-g15/G15-First-Homes-consultation-response.pdf
https://g15.london/news/homes-for-heroes
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Within this context, intermediate rented homes would be specifically targeted at households 

on middle-incomes, and delivered as a new discount rent option, significantly below market 

rents. We used the median London NHS salary as a baseline to estimate the proportion of 

earnings that key workers on middle-incomes can expect to commit to monthly rent 

payments. For an essential worker earning a median London NHS salary, a discounted rent 

would be around 40% of their take home pay. 

 

Q6. b) What more could the Mayor do to support delivery of London Living Rent homes? 

We are supportive of the Mayor’s ambition to provide perspective purchasers on average 

incomes with a phased route into homeownership. However, more evidence is needed to 

prove that London Living Rent is effectively working as a product. 

Collecting data on London Living Rent will be essential to verify that people are able to build 

up a sufficient amount of savings to buy a share of their home within 10 years. It would be 

useful if the Major clearly sets out more detailed expectations for this scheme to evaluate the 

success and collates the evidence referenced above on the schemes to date and any 

learning/ best practice from these. 

We would welcome the Mayor providing guidance/ clarity on any flexibility for tenants to 

move to another RP LLR property within the period, options for those who are not in a 

position to purchase the property and implications on this product if there are restrictions to 

end the tenancy as proposed via ‘no fault evictions’. 

 

Q7. a) What impact might the implementation of the Government’s First Homes policy have 

in London? 

The introduction of First Homes – albeit downscaled in comparison to previous proposals – 

will significantly 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. It is 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 developers contributions in local authorities where shared ownership 

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

Homes via s106 contributions will absorb significant amounts of funding that could be used 

to support the delivery of more affordable products.  It will also funnel lender appetite away 

from the shared ownership mortgage market, which has been carefully developed by 

housing associations and government working with lenders over the last decade. 

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. Analysis by the G15 shows that 

 
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. 

https://s3.eu-west-2.amazonaws.com/jfd-g15/G15-First-Homes-consultation-response.pdf
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in London, shared ownership is cheaper in terms of deposit requirement. It also provides a 

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

affordable housing. In London, relative to shared ownership, First Homes require more 

subsidy and are less affordable. Stifling the growth of shared ownership would reduce choice 

and exclude some customers from the market. 

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. 

On a like-for-like comparison, shared ownership homes are cheaper and more 

accessible product than First Homes would be. 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. 

 

Q7. b) What steps could the GLA take to minimise risks to affordable housing delivery, in 

particular homes at social rent levels, arising from this policy? 

Given the substantial effect on overall programme viability, we will 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 

increase the unit grant rate for shared ownership. 

 

Q8. Would the proposals set out above be effective in ensuring that DMS homes are be 

secured in perpetuity?  

NA 

 

Q9. a) What impact might the implementation of the Government’s proposed Right to Shared 

Ownership scheme in London have on the delivery of affordable homes, in London, in 

particular homes at social rent levels?  

While clearly bringing homeownership in reach of a much broader range of low-income 

households, the new Right to Shared Ownership is a significant new form of conditionality 

since it could impact on housing associations’ ability to borrow money from lenders.  
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Lenders view low-cost rented accommodation in a favourable light as it produces a reliable 

income stream. The prospect of unpredictable switches in tenure between low-cost rented 

and shared ownership accommodation – perceived by some to be a risker form of security – 

could mean an increase in borrowing costs for housing associations receiving funding 

through the new programme. 

Much like the Right to Buy, the Right to Shared Ownership will also lead to an immediate 

loss of social housing where rented homes are purchased. 

The new Right to Shared Ownership should also be seen alongside the new model of 

shared ownership for homes built through the 2021-26 Affordable Homes Programme. One 

of the G15 members produced a modelling suggesting that the new model will increase the 

average grant needed per property to enable schemes to go ahead by £25,000, from around 

£30,000 at present. 

That is through a combination of the lowering of the initial minimum purchase share which 

will reduce first tranche sales receipts and increase borrowing requirements. And housing 

associations taking on repairs and maintenance costs for an initial period of ten years, which 

will reduce the cross-subsidy potential of shared ownership as reflected by its internal rate of 

return. 

The end result will be fewer shared ownership homes built for a given value of grant funding, 

which as discussed, also compromises the delivery of low-cost rented accommodation.  

 

Q9. b) What steps could the Mayor take to mitigate any negative impacts of this policy? 

There have been suggestions the new Right to and model of Shared Ownership could be 

extended to existing shared ownership homes. 

This should be resisted as far as possible given the negative effects on programme viability 

and unit grant rates discussed above. The RTSO and the 10-year maintenance requirement 

are the most difficult aspects of the new shared ownership proposal. Applying these aspects 

to existing homes without considering grant funding will limit the future supply of shared 

ownership homes. 

 

Q9. c) What mechanisms already exist to support social tenants who want to access shared 

ownership homes to do so, and how effective are they? 

Shared ownership accessibility criteria also apply to social tenants. There are a few 

opportunities across London for those social tenants who managed to save a sufficient 

amount for a deposit. However, that would often require applicants to be flexible with 

locations, which entails losing local connections. 

 

Q10. a) Are there other examples of innovative models of affordable home ownership in 

London? 

In our previous G15 response to the Government’s consultation on Shared Ownership, we 

referenced Metropolitan Thames Valley’s So Resi model, as an innovative example of how 

staircasing at 1% chunks can be achieved within the current shared ownership framework 

through the introduction of standardised valuation and administration procedures.   

https://g15.london/news/g15-responds-to-shared-ownership-consultation
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Q10. b) What could the GLA do to support delivery of these homes? 

NA 

 

Eligibility, prioritisation and allocation  

Q11. Should the income eligibility criteria for intermediate housing in London be frozen at 

current levels? 

See answer to Q1. 

In addition to our previous answer, we believe that an income value of £90,000 is a fair level 

for perspective shared owners in London. 

However, we propose the introduction of discretionary exemption rules for key workers 

earning higher salaries, as long as their roles are proved vital to the local economy. This 

would allow a larger number of key workers operating in very expensive locations – such as 

the RBKC – to live close to their workplaces. 

 

Q12. a) What evidence is there of households staircasing to a 100 per cent share of shared 

ownership homes within a year of purchase? 

G15 members do not have significant evidence that households are staircasing to a 100% 

within a year of purchase, and there appears to be no regional or national data to support 

introducing measures aimed at disincentivising this behaviour.  

We have anecdotal evidence that, on occasion, some of this takes place; however, 

anecdotal evidence alone should not be used to introduce measures that could inadvertently 

reduce the delivery of shared ownership by adding further constraints to the shared 

ownership model.  

Analysis from Metropolitan Thames Valley Housing shows that, on average, it takes shared 

owners who staircase to 100% ownership nine years to staircase to this level from the date 

of original sale.3   

Collecting precise data on shared ownership transactions – including staircasing and re-sale 

– would enable the sector to better understand this issue and we would support the GLA 

taking control of collecting this data. In the meantime, there simply isn’t the evidence to 

support introducing further restrictions on the shared ownership model aimed at 

disincentivising this behaviour. 

 

Q12. b) If so, what factors may be driving this? 

Unknown without evidence on the level of staircasing to 100%.  We could suggest that a 

one-off call for evidence from Registered Providers is made to assess whether this is an 

issue to be addressed through better controls and ongoing monitoring. 

 
3 TVH Data on ‘Staircasing by Years of Ownership’ 2009-2018 
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Any potential investigation into this issue would need to be compliant with the principle that 

shared ownership is an affordable housing product and it is absolutely important to make 

sure it is targeted at people who cannot buy a home on the open market. 

 

Q12. c) Should this be disincentivised and, if so, what measures should the GLA take to 

achieve this? 

There isn’t the evidence to suggest that staircasing to 100% within the first year of purchase 

is a common occurrence and therefore no measures should be taken by the GLA to 

disincentivise this behaviour at this stage. 

 

Q13. Should local authorities be required to implement an intermediate housing waiting list 

and/or allocations policy as a condition of setting additional prioritisation criteria for the first 

three months of marketing new intermediate homes? 

No, local authorities should not be required to implement an intermediate housing waiting list 

and/or allocations policy. We should retain the flexibility and accessibility of intermediate 

housing products and refrain from adopting borough-specific lists and allocation policies.   

We recommend the GLA setting out pan-London key workers lists and criteria, whilst 

housing associations would retain the ability to set their own allocation policies based on a 

clear criteria of evidenced local need. 

 

Q14. a) Should the GLA publish best practice guidance on allocation of intermediate housing 

and intermediate waiting lists? 

No, the GLA should focus on supporting Registered Providers to maximise the delivery of 

affordable housing in London rather than setting further guidance on allocations for 

intermediate housing across boroughs.  

 

Q14. b) If yes, is there anything in addition to the list above which should be covered by the 

guidance?  

NA 

 

Q15. a) What are the challenges facing shared owners who wish to move to a more 

appropriate home? 

Many shared owners are unable to buy on the open market and therefore face difficulties 

when wanting to move to a more appropriate home. It is therefore vital that London has the 

diversity of shared ownership products to support shared owners in this position. By 

supporting the delivery of more shared ownership housing, including larger homes, the GLA 

can alleviate some of the challenges facing households in this position. As outlined in Q1, 

this provides further evidence against introducing of a cap on the open market value of IH 

products which would constrain the diversity of IH products, leading to less choice for both 

prospective and current shared owners looking move to a more appropriate home. 

 



13 
 

Q15. b) What more could be done to support shared owners who need to move to another 

shared ownership home? 

Increasing awareness of the options available to people when reselling their homes and the 

option to staircase to 100% before selling their existing property. 

Supporting the delivery of shared ownership homes to include more diversity and larger 

homes which will increase the choice for homeowners looking to move to a new property. 

Also, increase overall affordable homes provision by supporting the delivery of DIYSO, 

which allows homeowners purchase a property on the open market via shared ownership. 

The long-term satisfaction rates for DIY shared owners are far higher than for conditional 

shared owners as they are buying a property that is fit for their needs.  

 

Supporting London’s key workers 

Q16. a) Should the GLA define a ‘core’ list of key worker occupations for use in intermediate 

housing allocation policies, and should local authorities be able to identify additional key 

worker groups, where there is evidence of local need? 

In March 2020 the Government published a reviewed list of key workers occupation, which 

could be used as an exhaustive baseline to inform the design of a pan-London key workers 

list. Using this new government definition of key workers, we estimate that there are 1.05m 

such heroes in London – 18% of London’s working age population. 

Building on recent observations by the IFS, the Mayor might commission deeper analysis 

into key workers characteristics – exploring trends in demographic patterns, and households 

incomes and composition – to better inform reviewed allocation policies across a variety of 

affordable housing options. 

 

Q16. b) If yes, which occupations should be included in a ‘core’ list of key workers for use in 

intermediate housing allocation policies? 

We agree with the need for a ‘core’ list but with flexibility to reflect evidenced local needs and 

taking into account recruitment and retention issues as well as housing costs and the 

potential for key workers to move between local authorities. The list should: 

- provide consistency for local authorities approach, retaining a level of flexibility for 

housing associations and the Local Authority to adapt to meet evidenced local needs; 

 

- not be restrictive to ‘local connection’ where not required specific to an occupation or 

excludes key workers from intermediate housing options in expensive boroughs; 

 

- have clear eligibility and affordability criteria, including the ‘employment requirement’ 

(e.g. length of contract), right to rent restrictions and only home available; and 

 

- be balanced to make it viable for the housing provider business need and key 

worker, including greater flexibility for shorter term accommodation (including 

overnight provision).  

 

https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/coronavirus-covid-19-maintaining-educational-provision/guidance-for-schools-colleges-and-local-authorities-on-maintaining-educational-provision
https://www.ifs.org.uk/publications/14763
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Q16. c) What evidence should be required to define an occupation as a key worker for the 

purpose of intermediate housing allocations? 

See above. 

 

Q17. a) If local authorities utilise the three-month prioritisation period for new intermediate 

homes, should they be required to include the ‘core’ list of key worker occupations in their 

prioritisation criteria, or should this be optional? 

It should be a requirement. 

 

Q17. b) Are there any other measures which the GLA should consider to ensure key workers 

can access intermediate homes? 

In our answer to Q6 .a) we referenced the recent G15 call for Homes for Heroes, highlighting 

the contribution that intermediate rented homes could play within a renewed housing offer 

that is effectively able to meet a broad range of circumstances and incomes. 

We use this section to reiterate that because the functioning of our city depends on the 

fundamental role played by a variety of key workers – on different incomes and housing 

needs – it is crucial that we keep delivering affordable homes at a range of rents and prices. 

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. 

For essential workers with a household income of around £40,000 a year, shared 

ownership offers a chance to buy an initial 25 per cent share – with a deposit from as 

little as 5 per cent of that. Essential workers would be able to buy a greater share of 

their home over time, if they wanted and could afford to do so. 

In addition, we recommend adopting the following measures to improve key worker/public 

services connection: 

- improving communication and marketing around key worker accommodation; 

 

https://g15.london/news/homes-for-heroes
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- exploring correlation of housing with retention rates and incentives for accessing 

intermediate housing for longer term stability; and  

 

- developing a central resource/website for key workers to view vacancies and apply 

across all providers, as currently it is very disjointed. 

 

Q18. What evidence is available on: 

a) the scale and quality of existing shared key worker accommodation in London; and 

b) the extent to which this accommodation meets housing need for key workers? 

NA 

 

Q19. Should the GLA explore options to support housing providers to convert shared key 

worker accommodation into self-contained intermediate homes, where there is demand for 

this? 

Based on the experience of one of the G15 members – subject to building layouts - shared 

accommodation can be relatively easily converted into self-contained intermediate homes 

The need to do so may arise where, for example, an NHS consultant nominated to one of 

our homes wishes to bring his/her family with them, in which case modifications to the 

conventional shared layout are needed. 

The GLA could collate and publicise examples of best practice demonstrating how landlords 

have been able to successfully convert/reconfigure shared accommodation into self-

contained homes (and vice versa). 

 

Q20. a) Should the Mayor publish guidance for public sector bodies on his affordable 

housing investment and planning policies? 

Q20. b) If yes, is there anything in addition to the list above which should be covered by the 

guidance? 

NA 

 

Improving data on intermediate housing 

Q21. a) What data is currently captured outside CORE by housing providers on intermediate 

rent, and on the occupations of intermediate housing occupants?  

Data is currently inconsistent across the sector. There is some evidence of job titles or 

employer being collected, but not in a standardised format. 

 

Q21. b) Should CORE capture data on all types of intermediate homes, and on the 

occupations of those purchasing or renting these homes?   
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Yes, this would provide a useful evidence-base to show who is being helped by different 

products. It would also support more targeted marketing. We believe the GLA could 

influence CORE reviews in relation to data capture and implementation across providers. 

Particularly, any data requested needs to be clearly defined and proportionate to the 

purpose – value and data protection – and there needs to be clarity around definitions used 

for comparison. 

 

Q21. c) What data is currently captured outside of CORE on the protected characteristics of 

those to whom intermediate homes are sold or let? Should data on all protected 

characteristics be collected by CORE?  

Data is currently inconsistent across the sector. Some providers collect data on ethnicity and 

age of all occupiers, rather than just lead tenants. 

Data on all protected characteristics should be collected by CORE to enable an overview of 

who is accessing the product and whether there are trends of under/over-representation 

across intermediate products. 

 

Q21. d) Is there any additional data not referenced above which should be captured by 

CORE?  

Data on First sales: 

- Source of deposit 

- Restrictions/special conditions in perpetuity 

Data on Re-sales: 

- Tenure, size, typology and location of next home 

- Salary at point of exit 

- Annual service charge at point of exit or percentage change in annual service charge 

since first sale 

 

Q22. a) Should data be collected on all intermediate housing stock across London, including 

that owned by local authorities?  

Yes, but only where it is clear on purpose, reliable and enforceable to make it a meaningful 

exercise to collate and provide. 

 

Q22. b) What data is currently collected by housing providers on staircasing transactions?   

Variable across providers. There needs to be a CORE requirement to drive consistency. 

  

Q22. c) How could this be captured more systematically?  

Through a new CORE requirement that would make useful to understand: 

- Average number of staircasing events per property 

- Average tranche purchased per staircasing event 
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- Re-sales demand  

- Number of staircasing events to 100% and timescale 

- Peak year for staircasing 

 

Q22. d) Should more data be captured on the tenure that shared owners move into if they 

leave their shared ownership property?   

Yes, but beyond just tenure. Size, typology and location of next home would be useful to 

understand the journey of shared ownership purchasers. It would also be useful to collect 

information on salaries at point of exit. 

 

Q22. e) Are there any barriers to collecting this data?  

The standard shared ownership lease is an obstacle to the enforcement of new 

requirements around data collection. 

 

Q23. a) What data is available, in addition to that outlined in this consultation and 

accompanying Housing Research Note, that could inform the GLA’s assessment of the 

equalities impacts of the proposals set out in this consultation?  

Limited protected characteristics data collection makes this difficult. 

 

Q23. b) Do you have any other comments or feedback on how the proposals set out in this 

consultation may impact on groups with protected characteristics?    

Capturing protected characteristics will identify trends in access to intermediate housing 

products and any actions needed to make targeted interventions to address under 

representation of particular groups. 
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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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