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Build to Rent 

M29.  Would Policy H13 provide a justified and effective approach to build to rent housing to meet housing 
need?  In particular: 

a) Would the criteria to define build for rent set out in Policy H13B be justified and would they be effective 
in supporting delivery? 

We see no benefit in the requirement for at least 50 units; partly because it incentivises institutional forms of 
living (something that the London Housing Design Guide actively discouraged) and partly because a footnote 
allows boroughs to set their own thresholds anyway.  We would go further and urge the GLA to impose a 
maximum number of dwellings rather than a minimum.  

b) Would the approach to affordable housing requirements be justified and effective?  Would it be 
effective in meeting local needs?  Would the approach to discounted market rent homes be effective?  
Should the discount level be defined locally to take account of local circumstances? 

We believe that the minimum proportion of the affordable housing let at London Living Rent should be 
increased from 30% to 60%.  Boroughs should have the discretion to reduce this to between 35% and 60% 
should they feel that is appropriate.    

c) Are there specific design requirements of this type of housing and would the policy be effective in 
delivering them? 

We are sceptical about specific design requirements because most are simply cost savings, which reduce 
long-term flexibility.  Currently, a large number of BTR schemes are failing to comply with policy current 
standards on the grounds that renting is a stop-gap.  This is neither accurate nor tenable and there is no 
guarantee that they will remain a rental option.  To provide flexibility over the long term, the number of 
dwellings per core should be restricted, all flats should have private balconies, be dual aspect, avoid long 
corridors, and be tenure blind in terms of design and layout. 

For example, two bedroom flats intended for sharers should be designed in a way that would allow them to 
also meet the needs of families, or be easily adapted to do so.  This is particularly important as restrictions 
have only been imposed for 15 years in buildings which should last for 200 years. 

To meet the needs of larger families some three and four bedroom flats should be required (these are 
currently not provided because the market is perceived to be sharers and a six person flat could be classed 
as a large HMO). 

d) Overall, would it meet the objective of Policy GG4 to delivering the homes Londoners need? 

It is important to understand who is renting and why.  Our impression is that a large majority of renters are not 
renting from choice; they would prefer to buy but are unable to do so.  That implies that Policy GG4 is not 
being met.  Furthermore, while paragraph 4.13.1 stresses that ‘the planning system should take a positive 
approach to the Build to Rent sector’, some local authorities are reluctant to do so, for example in its draft 
Local Plan, Islington discourages Build to Rent schemes and prohibits shared living developments.  
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Generally, we caution against a rapid expansion of the BTR sector and, as noted above, urge that all BTR 
developments are required to cater for a wider demographic and be suitable for occupation under any tenure. 

 


