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Introduction 
 
Greystar is a leading investment, development and management organisation within the Build to Rent 
(BtR) and Purpose-built Student Accommodation (PBSA) sectors in London, and is the global leader in 
rental housing. We are keen to play our part in addressing London’s housing needs, whilst creating 
sustainable, successful and lasting communities, alongside long-term placemaking. This will benefit 
both those that need good quality rental homes, as well as the wider neighbourhoods in which these 
are developed. The responses below include consideration of the specific questions set out in Panel 
Note 6, Annex 1 where appropriate and related to Build to Rent and / or PBSA. 
 

M29 – Build to Rent 

 

Policy H13 ‘Build to Rent’ 
 
As noted above, one of Greystar’s key products is ‘Build to Rent’. Therefore, Greystar welcomes the 
recognition in the London Plan of the contribution that BtR can make to the residential housing market 
and new supply.  Paragraph 1.4.6 originally mentioned and recognised the speed at which BtR models 
can deliver homes to the market for rent swiftly – primarily as it is not constrained by sales rates and 
typically experiences significantly higher absorption rates.  This is a key message which Greystar are 
delivering in practice and promoting at a local level across London.  It is disappointing that this was 
removed in the DNLPMSC without explanation. 
 
It is positive however that Policy H13 ‘Build to Rent’ seeks to recognise and describe how the BtR 
model differs from traditional ‘for sale’ development schemes, as well as the potential it has in 
accelerating the delivery of much needed new homes.  We welcome and wholly support paragraph 
4.13.1 which states that “Boroughs should take a positive approach to the Build to Rent sector”.  
Greystar hope that this will start to encourage local authorities to accept BtR schemes and specific BtR 
policies at a local level will be included within new Local Plans.  A recent report suggests that half of 
Greater London’s local authorities do not yet reference Build to Rent in their adopted or emerging 
planning policies, with only 30 per cent currently taking a clear position on the sector.  Greystar are 
keen to work with the Mayor’s office to accelerate the culture change that is required to bring the 
benefits of BtR within the housing choices for all Londoners, through collaborating in communications 
and education as may be deemed appropriate. 
 
Whilst the distinction between the benefits of a BtR scheme and a traditional for sale are recognised, 
Policy H13 states that “where a development meets the criteria set out in H13B, the affordable housing 
offer can be solely Discounted Market Rent (DMR) as a genuinely affordable rent, preferably London 
Living Rent level.”  Whilst there is acknowledgement in the policy that a BtR scheme can deliver a 
different form of affordable housing – which is welcomed by Greystar – it is considered that further 
flexibility should be allowed for.  Where it is stated that “the affordable housing offer can be solely 
discounted rent”, it should be clarified that other alternative affordable housing offers can be 
acceptable where appropriate. 



 

 
Part (B) of Policy H13, lists 10 different criteria that a development must meet in order for it to qualify 
as a BTR scheme. Greystar – and their multifamily product - satisfy all 10 criteria and therefore support 
the inclusion of this in the drafted policy. 
 
In the representations Greystar provided in March 2018, we stated that parts (C), (D) and (E) of the 
policy were too prescriptive and were more aligned to build for sale schemes, rather than BtR.  As a 
result, Greystar therefore requested that flexibility was provided.  During a review of the DNLPMSC, 
we noted that part (C) had been amended but this is only to incorporate clarification for schemes on 
public sector or industrial land. In respect of parts (D) and (E), these remain unchanged.   
 
Again, we reiterate our disappointment and it is requested that this wording – along with the 
supporting text in paragraphs 4.13.3 and 4.13.4 – is reconsidered and amended as per our original 
requests. 
 
With regard to consideration of ‘Fast Track’ and ‘Viability Tested’ routes, we also draw attention to our 
response to M24 – in particular regarding Policy H6 ‘Threshold Approach to Applications’, which is 
reproduced here for ease of reference: 
 
 

“Policy H6 ‘Threshold Approach to Applications’ 
 
Policy H6 ‘Threshold Approach to Applications’ builds upon Policy H5 and whilst it is noted that 
additional text offering clarification in respect of small housing developments or for those schemes 
which provide 75% or more affordable housing has been provided, we would again like to reiterate our 
suggestion that BtR should be recognised separately and treated differently in terms of the viability 
threshold to allow a greater number of units to come to market more swiftly to enhance the supply of 
new homes for Londoners.  
 
We seek to reinforce this point following Greystar’s own experience to date which demonstrates that 
the 35% threshold within the BtR sector is extremely challenging and will be rarely met in practice. In 
light of this, we believe and maintain that a lower threshold value for BtR of between 20% and 25% 
would be appropriate – whilst challenging, this would be attainable in more cases and would enable 
more BtR homes to be delivered via a ‘Fast Track’ route.  
 
However, even this would still present a financial challenge.  As the policy has not been amended as 
we hoped during the Minor Suggested Changes, our request for clarity on how any ‘Fast-Track’ process 
would work in practice without the need for a potentially time-consuming viability assessment 
exercise (given that the calculation of the clawback amount (as described in the SPG) is based on a 
viability assessment at application stage) is once again sought at the EiP stage. 
 
We have encountered difficulty in agreeing Benchmark Land Value in situations where we propose 
amending an existing ‘for-sale’ consent to become a BtR scheme.  This should recognise that the new 
proposal should be compared to the intention of the original consent, rather than create an artificial 
comparison with a hypothetical prior BtR scheme that was never envisaged. 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

We would also like to make some additional points regarding viability reviews, as they relate to Build 
to Rent developments.  We understand the principle of viability review, but note that the reason for 
their introduction was to address problems of stalled sites and / or slow delivery, often on larger, 
phased developments. In the BTR sector, it is typical that developments commence on site as early as 
is practicable following a planning consent, and are built out as quickly as possible to completion – we 
frequently employ modular construction methods in order to speed this delivery still further. In these 
circumstances, given that it is not possible to construct anything instantly, it appears that there is no 
genuine rationale for re-examining the agreed parameters of such a development if it is being 
constructed and delivered as quickly as can reasonably be expected. 
 
Our suggestion therefore is that a waiver should be introduced for any development that: 
 
a) commences on site quickly after consent is granted (perhaps within six months, or sufficient to 

allow for satisfactory clearance of pre-commencement conditions), and; 
b) adheres to the construction programme as envisaged within the original agreed viability 

assessment referred to within a planning consent, or with delivery evidenced as being as quick as 
could reasonably be expected. 

 
This proposal would not only benefit the delivery of individual schemes, it would remove the need for 
additional resources being used on all sides for undertaking additional assessments as a ‘late stage’ 
review, when the underlying parameters have not effectively changed from the time of consent. In our 
opinion, these resources would be better employed in the delivery of additional new homes for 
Londoners on additional sites – resulting in more new homes in both market and affordable tenure 
categories. It would also remove a significant layer of perceived risk for institutional investors into the 
BTR sector which would result in more development proposals coming forward more quickly.” 
 
 
 
Word count: 1,323 


