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Minor Alterations to the London Plan 2015 – Additional Submission  
 
Housing Standards  
 
London First’s additional submission focusses on responding to the final matters set out by 
the Inspector in September 2015 together with a specific response on London Plan policy 
5.2.  
 
Policy 5.2 Reducing CO2 emissions  
 
As a general comment, London First strongly supports the proposed deletion of the 
proposed changes to London Plan policy 5.2 on reducing CO2 emissions. We recognise 
that progressing the changes to this policy have been delayed to allow further evidence 
base studies to be undertaken. We note that the stated reason for this is the government 
announcement in the Government’s White Paper ‘Fixing the Foundations’ (July 2015) 
setting out the intention not to proceed with zero carbon and the allowable solutions off-
setting scheme.  
 
We consider that there are a number of questions that remain unanswered and it would be 
helpful for the business community to understand from the GLA how they intend to deal 
with these changes to policy and the timetable for doing so, outside of the MALP timetable.  
 
Our comments/questions in respect of sustainability policy which we believe require a 
response include: 
 

1. In the DCLG’s response to the MALP, the Planning Minister raised the issue of the 
divergence between the recommended CO2 reduction targets for domestic 
buildings within the Housing Standards Review and that the London Plan 
standards are 35% higher including that “energy performance standards for new 
homes should only be set in Building Regulations”. We welcome clarity from the 
GLA as to how they will respond to this.  

2. In respect of the originally proposed CO2 reduction targets for non-domestic 

developments (50%) we refer to the comments on our originally submitted 

objection. We would welcome clarity from the GLA on what technical evidence on 

the feasibility of achieving these targets was undertaken to support the proposed 

policy?  
3. We note that many London Boroughs have local plan policies on allowable 

solutions and carbon offsetting including cash in lieu policies. We query how the 
GLA proposes to deal with this in order to ensure consistency in approach across 
London in light of the government’s announcement in July 2015?  

 
 
 
    



 

 

a. What is the difference between the Housing Standards MALP and the Draft Interim 
Housing SPG?  
 
The Housing Standards MALP, once adopted, will be planning policy, which 
development proposals will be required to comply with, whereas the draft Interim 
Housing SPG is a material consideration, which can be afforded weight in planning 
decisions.  
 
The draft Interim Housing SPG and its provisions will not be subject to the same level 
of scrutiny at Examination as the Housing Standards MALP policy. It is essential that 
the GLA does not seek to pursue changes to sustainability policy or housing 
standards through the draft Interim Housing SPG where these have not been pursued 
through the MALP.  
 

b. Does it need to be made clearer that the advice and policies apply to both residential 

new-build and conversions?  

 
It is unclear from the draft MALP policy that the GLA expect the residential standards 
to be applied to both new build and conversions. London First consider that if this is 
the case, then the proposed policy will have potentially significant impacts on 
development viability. 
 
Achieving the residential unit size standards within conversions together with the 
building regulations ‘optional’ standards M4(2) on accessible and adaptable dwellings 
and m4(3) on ‘wheelchair user dwellings’ in conversions schemes is often not feasible 
due to either financial or practical reasons e.g. building constraints, existing room 
sizes etc.  
 
London First strongly support the aim to seek the highest standards of residential 
design and good standards of accessibility, however, London Plan policy should 
provide for flexibility in the application of these policy requirements for conversion 
schemes. Applications for conversion of existing buildings to provide new residential 
units should be required to meet the national space standards, ‘optional’ standards 

M4(2) on accessible and adaptable dwellings and m4(3) on ‘wheelchair user 
dwellings’ wherever practicable taking into account development viability. The London 
Plan should acknowledge that a flexible approach to the application of these 
standards for conversion schemes should be taken by Local Planning Authorities in 
planning decisions.  
 
We therefore consider that the MALP should be amended to include the following 
additions/amendments (in red):  
 
Paragraph 3.48  
 



 

 

 
 
 
To address these and future needs, all 90 per cent of London’s future housing should be 

built to ’The Lifetime Homes’ standards Building Regulation requirement ‘M4 (2): 

Accessible and adaptable dwellings’13 and 10 per cent should be designed to be 

wheelchair accessible or easily adaptable for wheelchair users built to Building 

Regulation requirement ‘M4 (3): Wheelchair user dwellings’. Proposals for 
conversion to residential should seek to meet these standards wherever possible, 
however, regard should be had to the extent of the existing building’s ability to deliver 
these standards including financial viability considerations”.  
 

c. Do the Mayor’s proposed alterations (with regard to Housing Standards) appropriately 

reflect the national advice referred to in the introductory paragraph above?  
 

Questions raised by London First regarding national advice related principally to the 
proposed MALP changes to policy 5.2 (see general comments above).  
 

d. Is the evidence in the Integrated Impact Assessment Report on Housing Standards 

sufficiently robust?  
 
Questions raised by London First regarding the suitability of the IIA related principally 
to the proposed MALP changes to policy 5.2 (see original comments).  
 

e. How will it be determined whether or not a room is ‘functional and fit for purpose’ 

(policy 3.5 C)?  
 
No comment.   
 

f. Paragraph 3.32A refers to the standards being sound ‘in terms of need and viability’. 
Is the evidence in the documents entitled ‘Viability Assessment’ and ‘Evidence of 

Need’ sufficiently robust?  
 

Questions raised by London First regarding the soundness of the evidence base 
relate to the testing of the proposed MALP changes to policy 5.2 (see general 
comments above and original London First representation on the MALP).  

 
g. Are paragraph 3.36 and Table 3.3 sufficiently aspirational?  

 

The standards set out in Table 3.3 are National Described Space Standards. 
Ministerial Statement is clear that planning authorities should only use the standards 
emerging from the review process. The GLA are therefore required to adopt the 
National Described Space Standards – there are therefore limitations on how 
‘aspirational’ the MALP/London Plan space standards can be. In addition, para 3.36 



 

 

specifies that “these are minimum standards which developers are encouraged to 
exceed”. 
 
 

h. What is the justification for ‘strongly encouraging’ a ceiling height of 2.5m (Table 3.3)? 
Does this introduce a degree of uncertainty?  
 
The National Described Standard sets a ceiling height of 2.3m which is the minimum 
standard that will need to be complied with for new development. It would be helpful 
for further clarification to be provided on how ‘strong encouragement’ of this standard 
will be pursued by the GLA.  
 

i. What is the justification for the 90% figure in policy 3.8 (c)?  

 
No comment.  
 

j. Does paragraph 3.48A provide sufficient clarity with regard to the provision of lifts? 
How would a prospective developer know whether or not a viability assessment would 

be required? Should any parts of paragraph 3.48A be included within a policy?  

 
London First agree that it would be helpful for the MALP (para 3.48A) to clarify the 
circumstance when a viability assessment would be likely to be required in relation to 
compliance with Building Regulation requirement M4(2).   
 
As set out within London First’s original representations we consider that policy 3.8d 
should be updated so that  policy is in accordance the NPPG which states that “Local 
Plan policies for wheelchair accessible homes should be applied only to those 
dwellings where the local authority is responsible for allocating or nominating a 

person to live in that dwelling”. The draft text should be amended to include specific 
wording of this statement within the policy itself. Otherwise policy 3.8 would fail to be 
in accordance with Government planning practice guidance.  
 

k. Do the Minor Alterations (Housing Standards) have any significant implications for 

other policies in the London Plan and if so how have they been addressed?  
 
Questions raised by London First regarding the potential impact of the MALP changes 
principally related to policy 5.2 (see general comments above and original London 
First representation on the MALP). The proposed sustainability targets, in our view, 
would have had potentially significant impact on development viability which could 
impact on the potential of a mixed use scheme to affordable housing.  
 
In a similar vein the requirement for the inclusion of a lift/step free access in schemes 
of 4 storeys or less could impact on the potential of the scheme to deliver the 

http://planningguidance.planningportal.gov.uk/blog/guidance/local-plans/
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maximum reasonable level of affordable housing. London Plan policy should be clear 
in the circumstances what the priority is i.e. step free access or affordable housing.  
 

l. Do the Minor Alterations (Housing Standards) have any significantly adverse 
implications for the private rented sector and /or for the provision of starter homes and 
if so how have they been addressed?  

 
London First strongly support the aim to deliver high quality homes, of a suitable size 
across all tenures. The National Described Space Standards will be applicable to all 
new development and ensure the delivery of a consistency of quality in terms of unit 
size (as per the current London Plan’s minimum unit sizes). However, there are 
circumstances where a deviation from these space standards may be required. The 
provision of smaller homes than the minimum standards set out in the National 
Standards may be appropriate for starter homes or low cost homes. It would be 
helpful for the London Plan to acknowledge there may be some limited circumstances 
where deviation from the National Described Space Standards may be appropriate. 
 
The requirement for step free access which necessitates the provision of lifts for 
buildings of four storeys or less, could have implications for development viability. 
However, this has been recognised by the MALP 
 

m. Has the issue of security been considered by the Mayor (Building Reg. Part Q) and if 

so what conclusions were drawn?  
 
No comment 
 

n. Are the monitoring and review mechanisms and the Transition Statement, in relation 
to the Housing Standards, sufficiently clear and robust?  

 
The Transition Statement includes a comparison table of the existing standards within 
the Housing SPG 2012 and the expected standard from 1st October 2015 based on 
nearest equivalent national technical standard.  Whilst this format is helpful, in a large 
number of cases the Housing SPG contains very descriptive existing standards, 

which are then replaced with a reference to the need for compliance with either 
building regulation M4(2) or M4(3) which contains no detail of what the applicant is 
expected to comply with. See below for an example of this.  
In order to provide greater clarity to the applicant around what is expected, we 
consider that the Transition Statement should set out the specific requirements of the 
Building Regulation that should be complied with.  
 
In a similar vein, we consider that the Draft Interim Housing SPG 2015 should also set 
out exactly what the expected standards of compliance are, and not simply a 
reference to the need for compliance with the relevant building regulation.  
 



 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 


