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Student Accommodation  
 

M32. Would Policy H17 provide a justified and effective approach to the provision of 

purpose built student accommodation (PBSA) in London? In particular:  

 

As we have commented elsewhere, the clarification provided in paragraph 4.17.1 that every 

three student bedrooms completed equates to meeting the need of one conventional home is 

a welcome change. This goes some way to allaying the HBF’s concern that too many student 

bedrooms are being provided in London and counted towards the housing requirement at the 

expense of meeting conventional needs. This is important because the assessment of student 

needs is a sperate exercise from the assessment of the OAN for London (see the GLA’s 

Student Population Projections and Accommodation for new London Plan 2017, Amended 

October 2018). While the GLA’s projections “implicitly includes changes in student numbers” 

(SHMA 2017, paragraph 8.15) these are assumed to be constant (SHMA 2017, paragraph 

8.18). The modelling, therefore, as paragraph 8.19 explains, takes no account of additional 

student halls or other communal establishments built since 2011 – i.e. the date of the 

publication of the last Census. Therefore, if an educational institution is either established or 

an existing one expands its student body (because it increases the number of courses and/or 

size of cohorts) during the plan-period, then this will not be reflected in the OAN calculation.  

 

There is a risk, consequently, of under-counting student housing needs. This will impact upon 

the wider population of London as they absorb more of the housing stock but also the land 

supply as this is taken-up for the construction of student halls of residence. As a bedroom can 

count as a completion contributing to the overall housing targets, this increases the risk of 

under-providing for conventional housing needs. The GLA AMR for 2016/17 shows in Table 

2.6 that there were 4,526 net non-conventional (C2 use class) completions.  

 

a) Would the criteria set out in Policy H17A be justified and effective in delivering PBSA 

to meet identified need?  

 

Inspection of the last two AMRs for London reveal that in some boroughs the supply of student 

bedrooms has exceeded, or come close to exceeding, conventional supply. Examples include  

LLDC (in 2015/16) Camden, Brent and Islington. The HBF would be concerned if such areas 

continue to supply more student bedrooms than C3 use class homes. There is an argument, 

therefore, in support of the Mayor apportioning the overall student need across the boroughs 

to avoid any over-concentration in some areas.  

 

It is easy to see why the construction of student bedrooms would be attractive to London local 

authorities. The ability to count bedrooms as completions will contribute to meeting the 

housing targets and reduce the land-take. Moreover catering for young (and often wealthy) 

overseas students reduces the demands placed on local services compared to catering for 

the general populace. The production of student accommodation in London is therefore an 

issue that requires careful monitoring.  
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We do not advocate a change in the policy at this juncture, as we agree that the location of 

the need could change in accordance with the expansion plans of higher education providers. 

However, it is the inability to know what the expansion plans are of the providers, that creates 

the problem in the first place.  

 

This is an area that needs to be closely monitored by the Mayor. If some boroughs continue 

to supply a lot of student bedrooms compared to C3-homes, then intervention will be needed 

by the Mayor to protect land for conventional supply. This issue may need to be addressed 

through a focused review of the London Plan.    

 

b) Would the approach to affordable student accommodation be justified and effective?  

 

The assessment of future needs has its problems but the approach of treating 3 bedrooms as 

equivalent to one conventional homes is a reasonable compromise.  

 

c) Would the approach to living space and layout provide good design in PBSA to meet 

the objectives of good growth policies GG1 to GG4?  

 

No comment.  

 

d) Overall, would Policy H17 meet the objective of Policy GG4 in delivering the homes 

Londoners need? 

 

We refer to our arguments above.  
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