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MINOR ALTERATIONS TO THE LONDON PLAN (MALP)  
MATTER 1: HOUSING STANDARDS 
 
The Core Planning Principles referred to in the NPPF support high quality 
design. Further advice on Housing Standards is provided in the Planning 
Practice Guidance (Housing – Optional Technical Standards); the Written 
Ministerial Statement dated 25 March 2015; and the DCLG publication entitled 
‘Technical Housing Standards – nationally described space standard’.  
 
a) What is the relationship between the Housing Standards MALP and the 
Draft Interim Housing SPG? 
 
The changes proposed to the London Plan and its policies in relation to housing 
standards need to reflect the changes made by the Government to national planning 
policy (outlined in the new NPPG – Optional Technical Standards chapter and the 
Written Ministerial Statement of 25 March 2015). Following the Government’s 
Housing Standards Review, the Government has determined that a rationalisation of 
residential standards is necessary to create “a simpler, streamlined system which 
reduces burdens and help bring forward much needed new homes.” 
 
The Written Ministerial Statement and the NPPG explain that the new optional 
technical standards can only be adopted through Local Plans and only so long as the 
various tests have been met that are relevant to each optional standard (see page 9 
of the WMS: “the optional technical standards should only be required through any 
new Local Plan policies if they address a clearly evidenced need, and where their 
impact on viability has been considered”. See also page 10 of the WMS: “Decision 
takers should only require compliance with the new national technical standards 
where there is a relevant current Local Plan policy”). Paragraph ID 56-002 of the 
NPPG also explains how the optional technical standards need to be justified in 
Local Plans.  
 
The practical result of this is that applicants for planning permission for residential 
development are only required to meet the Building Regulations and the optional 
technical standards if the need for these has been found sound through a local plan 
examination. Until new local plans are produced, local authorities may continue to 
apply existing policies relating to development standards where authorities have 
existing policies on access, internal space, or water efficiency even though they may 
have a degree of conflict with the new national technical standards (see WMS, page 
10: Decision taking, Transition and Compliance).  
 
The London Plan (the Spatial Plan) is not a development plan document in the 
manner defined by the Localism Act 2011. However, the London Plan is part of the 
development plan regime as it applies in London. It has been established that the 
London Plan can determine strategic policy and it is subject to the test of soundness 
set out in national planning policy as expressed in the NPPF. We consider that the 
London Plan is also required to take into account ministerial statements in relation to 
planning including the WMS of March 2015.  
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Local Plans produced by the London Boroughs and the London Legacy 
Development Corporation need to be in conformity with the London Plan. The MALP, 
therefore, will establish new residential development standards, and the Borough 
Local Plans will need to reflect these standards in their decisions and as they 
prepare new Local Plans, unless material considerations indicate otherwise.  The 
recent examinations of the London Legacy Development Corporation Plan and the 
Lambeth Plan have sustained this point (the Lambeth Plan will need to undertake an 
early review to incorporate the standards in the MALP once these are adopted).  
 
The Housing SPG provides guidance. It cannot change London Plan policy. If the 
Mayor of London wishes to adopt the new optional technical standards then he will 
need to do so through this revision to the London Plan (the MALP). Therefore, 
although it is the case that the Draft London Housing SPG has already been 
published, it may need to be changed depending upon the conclusions reached by 
the inspector following the examination of the MALP.  
 
It is our view that until the London Plan is adopted – incorporating the Minor 
Alterations – the Mayor and the Boroughs will not be able to insist upon compliance 
with the optional technical standards. Current London Plan policy can still apply, in 
so far as its application by the Mayor and the London Boroughs is consistent with the 
guidance in the WMS.  
 
b) Does it need to be made clearer that the advice and policies apply to 
both residential new-build and conversions? 
 
The WMS and the NPPG is unclear on whether the optional technical standards can 
apply to conversions as well as newly constructed dwellings. We think the Mayor 
should be pragmatic about this and not seek to apply the optional technical 
standards to conversions as this may block a number of residential development 
opportunities coming forward thereby acerbating an already difficult housing supply 
situation in London.  
 
It would be difficult in particular for many conversions to comply with Part M4 (2) and 
Part M4 (3) and the requirement of these standards to provide step free access. The 
implication of this is that in one fell swoop the Mayor may wipe-out the feasibility and 
effectiveness of the Government’s relaxation of permitted development rights which 
had allowed commercial buildings to be converted into residential use.   
 
It may also prove unfeasible for conversions to comply with the Nationally Described 
Space Standard.  
 
c) Do the Mayor’s proposed alterations (with regard to Housing Standards) 
appropriately reflect the national advice referred to in the introductory 
paragraph above? 
 
No, not entirely.  
 
In relation to Part M4 (3) – wheelchair accessible dwellings – the Mayor’s 
amendment to Paragraph 3.49A is incorrect in maintaining that Part 4M (3) can apply 
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to all tenures. The NPPG is quite clear that 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” (NPPG, ID 56-009). In 
effect, this means that only the affordable housing element of a scheme can be 
required to comply with Part M4 (3). The NPPG is quite clear on this and therefore 
the Mayor is wrong to seek Part M4 (3) from all tenures.  
 
The distinction that the Mayor attempts to draw a distinction between different 
definitions of wheelchair accessible housing in Part M4 (3) but this does not change 
the requirement of the NPPG that wheelchair accessible homes can be sought from 
private dwellings.  
 
Therefore, we assume that the 10% requirement in Policy 3.8 (d) will apply to the 
affordable housing element only.  
 
e) How will it be determined whether or not a room is ‘functional and fit for 
purpose’ (policy 3.5C)? 
 
There is no need for this wording since the adoption of the Nationally Described 
Space Standard ensures that dwellings built to the standard will be functional and fit 
for purpose. Ensuring the proper compliance with the Nationally Described Space 
Standard will be a matter for the building control department of the council to 
monitor. This will not be a planning matter. The wording is therefore superfluous and 
should be removed.  
 
 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? 
 
Viability 
 
We have some concerns about the viability evidence. We have concerns about the 
reliability of the Greater London Authority Housing Standards Review: Viability 
Assessment report because it does not provide a cumulative assessment of 
development costs. The different optional standards do not appear to have been 
assessed all together but individually. If one considers paragraph 4.16 of the Viability 
Assessment it appears that the effect of Part M4 (2) has been accessed separately 
from the assessment of the space standard. This is also apparent when one 
considers Chart 4.1. This appears to separate out the baseline costs, from the cost 
of providing lifts. These need to be considered together. To justify adopting the 
optional technical standards it is necessary to test the effect of the space, 
accessibility and water optional standards together in conjunction with target levels 
of affordable housing required.  
 
We note that 15 London Boroughs were tested. Only 10 were able to attain the 
highest benchmark land value, and one was unable to attain even the lowest 
benchmark land value (BLV). This is Hillingdon. 
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It appears that the report has modelled actual average affordable housing 
contributions rather than policy rates. This appears to be the case when one reads 
appendices 10 and 11 of the Viability Assessment. This would tend to generate more 
favourable viability results (reflecting what is has been necessary to negotiate in the 
past in order to come up with a viable scheme) and the effect of this would be to 
lock-in the necessity of site specific viability assessments to support every 
application in London order to secure a relaxation of the number of affordable homes 
provided to have a viable scheme. As we have argued before, this would militate 
against the putative benefits of the ‘plan-led’ system. Paragraph 4.8 of the Viability 
Assessment notes that viability ‘significantly’ approved when average affordable 
housing percentages are applied rather than target levels.  
 
The Viability Assessment indicates on page 39 (paragraphs 4.9 and 4.10) that 
Bexley and Waltham Forest are unable to achieve viability. Barking & Dagenham is 
also unable to achieve viability because the study has assumed zero affordable 
housing (paragraph 4.10) which seems a highly unlikely scenario in terms of what  
will transpire in reality.   
 
The results of the viability modelling suggest that some of the outer London 
Boroughs will struggle to achieve the BLVs as a consequence of the optional 
standards in conjunction with target or even average affordable housing percentage 
rates. This does raise a question about the efficacy of adopting the optional technical 
standards through the London Plan rather than the individual London Boroughs 
doing so through their local plans after considering finer grained local evidence.  
 
It also appears that the Viability Assessment has not modelled the cost of the 
requirement for 10% of all dwellings to be wheelchair accessible - Part M4 (3). See 
paragraph 3.53 of the Viability Assessment. This is because the GLA argues that 
Part M4 (3) is similar to current London Plan policy. This may be the case but it does 
not obviate the need for the GLA to assess the viability of Part M4 (3) in combination 
with all other build costs and the additional policy requirements it wishes to adopt 
through the MALP.  
 
We also note that the GLA has also factored-in the benefit of £30k grant per 
affordable unit in some sensitivity testing cases (appendix 6, page 39). In an 
operating climate where the availability of grant is the exception rather than the rule 
we would query the reliability of any results based on this scenario. 
 
In terms of the water efficiency optional standard we note that the Viability 
Assessment has not considered this as part of a cumulative assessment of cost 
(paragraph 3.4). As we have argued above, it will need to do so to ensure that a 
cumulative assessment of development costs has been undertaken, as required by 
paragraph 174 of the NPPF.  
 
Need 
 
On the need question, this is an important issue in relation to the justification for the 
adoption of the optional standards. We will consider this below. 
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Accessibility 
 
The Evidence of Need report does not provide a conclusive verdict on the necessity 
of adopting Part M4 (2).  
 
The NPPG advises that when considering the need to adopt the optional 
accessibility standards, plan-makers should consider the “size, location, type and 
quality of dwellings needed to meet specifically evidenced needs” and “the 
accessibility and adaptability of existing housing stock” (NPPG, ID 56-007-
20150327). The Evidence of Needs report does not provide this analysis. It provides 
general estimates of the likely need for accessible dwellings in the future across 
London, but the assessment lacks nuance or a by-borough analysis. Certainly, there 
is insufficient evidence to justify a target in the London Plan that 90% of all future 
dwellings are built to the Part M4 (2) standard. We accept that it would be hard to 
provide an analysis in line with the NPPG on a pan-London-wide basis owing to the 
scale of the task, but this does suggest that this issue can only be properly 
investigated by the individual London Boroughs.  
 
Nationally Described Space Standard 
 
The NPPG states: 
 
“need – evidence should be provided on the size and type of dwellings currently being built 
in the area, to ensure the impacts of adopting space standards can be properly assessed, 
for example, to consider any potential impact on meeting demand for starter homes.” 

(ID 56-020-20150327) 

 
The purpose of the guidance is to require planning authorities to assess whether 
there is a local need to adopt the Nationally Described Space Standard. A survey of 
the dwellings being built would provide evidence of whether there is a need to adopt 
the space standard – i.e. if the majority of the existing dwelling stock consists of units 
that are smaller than the Nationally Described Space Standard. If they are not, then 
there is little justification for adopting the optional standard.  
 
Consideration of the evidence provided in the Evidence of Need report relies mainly 
on the growing need for housing in London as a consequence of its increasing 
population, and that most supply will be flats, as the justification for adopting the 
Nationally Described Space Standard. This is not adequate evidence to justify the 
universal adoption of the space standard across London. Such arguments could be 
cited as a reason not to introduce the Nationally Described Space Standard. The 
need for the space standard requires an analysis of the size and type of dwellings 
currently being built in the London Boroughs and the role of the existing housing 
stock and the extent to which supply over the last thirty years has been sub-
standard. This can only really be undertaken on a Borough basis. An analysis of 
many London boroughs – especially those in the more wealthy inner boroughs – is 
likely to show that the majority of the existing residential housing stock is on par with 
the Nationally Described Space Standard and that there is a case for sub-optimal 
sized dwellings to increase capacity and provide for households on more modest 
incomes.  
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We do not think that there is a case for the blanket adoption of the Nationally 
Described Space Standard across all of the London Boroughs and the London 
Legacy Development Corporation. The need for the Nationally Described Space 
Standard can only be properly assessed at the Borough level. We consider that 
policy 3.5 should be changed to reflect this.  
 
Water 
 
We accept that the evidence supports the case for the tighter water efficiency target.  
 
g) Are paragraph 3.36 and Table 3.3 sufficiently aspirational? 
 
The purpose of the Government’s Housing Standards Review was to simplify, 
rationalise and provide clarity to development standards owing to the disparate array 
of different design standards being applied by local authorities across the country. To 
put it bluntly, there is no place for ‘aspirational’ standards in planning any longer. It is 
the Building Regulations and the optional technical standards - if justified - and that 
is all. We draw attention to page 11 of the WMS of March 2015. This states: 
 
“If, in the light of experience in implementing this policy statement, the government considers 
that it is not being accorded sufficient weight by planning authorities, we will consider 
bringing forward new legislation to secure implementation.” 
 

It is clear from this statement that the Government is concerned that planning 
authorities should abide by the spirit of the WMS and help implement a consolidated, 
simpler set of building standards that will help to reduce burdens and bring forward 
homes.  
 
h) What is the justification for ‘strongly encouraging’ a ceiling height of 
2.5m (Table 3.3)? Does this introduce a degree of uncertainty? 
 
On the matter of ceiling heights (Notes to table 3.3) the Mayor’s policy is in direct 
conflict with national policy. National policy as set out in the WMS states that: 
 
“From the date the Deregulation Bill 2015 is given Royal Assent, local planning authorities 
and qualifying bodies preparing neighbourhood plans should not set out in their emerging 
Local Plans, neighbourhood plans, or supplementary planning documents, any additional 
local technical standards or requirements relating to construction, internal layout or 
performance of new dwellings.” 

(our emphasis) 
 

From this it is clear that the only standards that are allowed relating to construction, 
internal layout or performance of new dwellings, are the Building Regulations and the 
optional technical standards, so long as the relevant tests have been satisfied in 
relation to the latter. The only standards allowed are the Building Regulations and 
the optional technical standards. That is it. Nothing else is allowed.  
 
To give ‘strong encouragement’ to other standards would undermine the 
effectiveness of the Government’s endeavour to rationalise and simplify building 
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standards. It is also unclear how the applicant should choose to respond to this, and 
how the decision-taker would interpret this policy. This would be contrary to 
paragraphs 17: (“(Plans)…should provide a practical framework within which 
decisions on planning applications can be made with a high degree of predictability 
and efficiency”) and 154 of the NPPF (‘only policies that provide a clear indication of 
how a decision maker should react to a development proposal should be included in 
the plan’). 
 
The HBF is very concerned that an exception allowed in London – even if it is 
discretionary – will establish a precedent for elsewhere in the country and thereby 
undermine the purpose of the Housing Standards Review. We draw attention to 
page 11 of the WMS of March 2015. This states: 
 
“If, in the light of experience in implementing this policy statement, the government considers 
that it is not being accorded sufficient weight by planning authorities, we will consider 
bringing forward new legislation to secure implementation.” 
 

It is clear from this statement that the Government is concerned that planning 
authorities abide by the spirit of the WMS and help to implement a simpler set of 
building standards that will reduce burdens and bring forward homes. The Mayor is 
not giving proper weight to the WMS and therefore his stance conflicts directly with 
national policy.  
 
i) What is the justification for the 90% figure in policy 3.8 (c)? 
 
We do not consider that the application of this standard to 90% of all new dwellings 
has been justified. The NPPG is clear that the application of Part M4 (2) should be 
based on ‘specifically evidenced needs’ (ID 56-007-20150327).  
 
Secondly, this requirement has not been justified in terms of its effect on viability. 
Paragraph 4.2.12 of the Greater London Authority Housing Standards Review: 
Evidence of Need report (May 2015) acknowledges that the Mayor has recognised  
the impact of this policy on the viability of development in terms of the necessity of 
providing lifts in three and four storey blocks of flats and stacked maisonettes. This is 
stated in paragraph 4.23 of the Greater London Authority: Housing Standards 
Review – Viability Assessment report. As such, the evidence that is available does 
not justify the universal adoption of optional technical standard Part M4 (2) across 
London. 
 
We consider that the application of Part M4 (2) should be tested at London Borough 
level where the Borough has met the need and viability tests. The MALP policy 
should be amended to reflect this.  
 
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? 
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The WMS and the NPPG is clear that the viability of requiring compliance with Part 
M4 (2) and Part M4 (3) must be demonstrated. The evidence suggests that the effect 
of these standards will vary across London, but the outer London boroughs will be 
affected most directly. The Mayor cannot rely on site specific viability assessments to 
evade this issue. Viability appraisals ought to be the exception rather than the rule. 
The duty is on the Mayor to demonstrate that the adoption of Part M4 (2) and Part 
M4 (3) will not impede the delivery of housing. This in keeping with the NPPF, 
paragraph 174. The WMS states (page 9) that: 
 
“the new optional technical standards should only be required through any new Local Plan 
policies if they address a clearly evidence need, and where their impact on viability has been 
considered.” 
 

The Government has simplified housing standards to help improve housing delivery.  
 
Aside from this, the inspector’s question does raise an important point which is that it 
would be difficult for applicants to judge whether a viability assessment should be 
produced, but also for decision-makers to know how to judge an application without 
one. This would be contrary to the NPPF in paragraph 17 which states that local 
plans “should provide a practical framework within which decisions on planning 
applications can be made with a high degree of predictability and efficiency”. 
Paragraph 154 states that: “only policies that provide a clear indication of how a 
decision maker should react to a development proposal should be included in the 
plan.” 
 
The effect of paragraph 3.48A would be to undermine the efficacy of the plan-led 
system.  
 
The policy would not be improved by importing this paragraph into the body of the 
policy because the basic requirements of national policy have not been addressed.  
 
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? 
 
The evidence suggests that the adoption of the space and accessibility standards 
through the London Plan will impede housing delivery in some boroughs in London 
and will militate against the provision of affordable housing. The extent to which this 
will be the case are matters that are better judged by the London Boroughs 
producing Local Plans. We do not agree that there is a case for pan-London 
standards.  
 
The NPPG also requires that plan-makers consider the impact on ‘affordability’ 
where a space standard is to be adopted (ID 56-020-20150327). It is significant that 
the GLA has not provided an analysis along these lines. The conclusion of the 
Viability Assessment is that the optional technical standards will not significantly 
impair viability and therefore one could assume from this that prices and rents will 
not be forced upwards to recoup the costs of policy. However, London is a very 
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unaffordable place, and therefore there is a need to provide more affordable homes 
across different tenures.  
 
The housing crisis in the UK finds possibly its starkest expression in London 
(although it is equally severe in many other parts of the country). The evidence of 
London’s unmet need is considerable. The unmet need is at least 6,700 dpa for the 
next 20 years and is much higher than this at 20,000 dpa if the need is assessed 
over the next ten years (62,000 dpa. See the London Plan, paragraph 3.16b). 
Paragraph 3.4.9 of the Evidence of Need report refers to the importance of doubling 
the rates of housing output and that it is necessary to sustain this rate over the next 
20 years. As it says: ‘this will mean fully optimising housing potential on large 
brownfield sites in areas of good accessibility”. If there was case anywhere in the UK 
not to adopt the Nationally Described Space Standard it would be London. Certainly 
the blanket application of the optional standard is unjustified. 
 
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? 
 
The Mayor has not assessed the implications of adopting the Nationally Described 
Space Standard on meeting demand for Starter Homes (NPPG ID 56-020-
20150327). The Government has yet to publish its detailed requirements in terms of 
its Starter Homes initiative, but the intention is that these will provide affordable 
homes for first-time buyers.  
 
We recommend that Starter Homes are exempted from having to comply with the 
Nationally Described Space Standard or, alternatively, that the adoption of the 
Nationally Described Space Standard should be a matter devolved to the individual 
London Boroughs (and the London Legacy Development Corporation). This would 
be in keeping with the NPPG (ID 56-020-20150327) where it says that: 
 
“need – evidence should be provided on the size and type of dwellings currently being built 
in the area, to ensure the impacts of adopting space standards can be properly assessed, 
for example, to consider any potential impact on meeting demand for starter homes.” 
 

The Mayor would really need to undertake an analysis for the whole of London 
examining the potential impact of the Space Standard on the Starter Homes 
programme. Clearly this is unfeasible, so it should be a matter left to the London 
Boroughs to test as they bring forward new local plans.  
 
An exemption for Starter Homes would be consistent with the Mayor’s current 
exemption for those homes built by the company Pocket Homes which have to be 
smaller than the London internal space standard in order to be affordable to first-time 
buyers.  
  
m) Has the issue of security been considered by the Mayor (Building Reg. 
Part Q) and if so what conclusions were drawn? 
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We have been unable to detect an analysis of the cost of this. This is a new 
mandatory regulation under the revised Building Regulations. This is another reason 
why the GLA is wrong to assume that current build costs adequately reflect new 
build costs going forward. Compliance with Part Q is estimated to cost between 
£300-500 per unit.   
 
n) Are the monitoring and review mechanisms and the Transition 
Statement, in relation to the Housing Standards, sufficiently clear and robust? 
 
We refer to our original representations. We do not agree that there is a case for 
immediate compliance with the new standards. This is because the new standards 
will add new costs to development. Compliance with Lifetime Homes in the London 
Plan was only ever discretionary. The new costs will have implications for legacy 
developments and land deals agreed recently.  
 
 
 
James Stevens, MRTPI 
Strategic Planner  
 
Email: james.stevens@hbf.co.uk 
Tel: 0207 960 1623 
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