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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:  

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

PBSA to meet identified need?  

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

effective?  

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?  

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

homes Londoners need? 

 

 

London has such a high concentration of top tier universities, yet many students struggle 

to find affordable and decent accommodation due to rising costs and inadequate living 

spaces. Although Policy H17 is moving in the right direction, more could be done.  A 

supplementary document is recommended with design guidance specifically for PBSA to 

ensure that the homes for students are of good quality and meet functional living space 

standards. This will also help meet the objectives of good growth policies GG1 to GG4.  
  
Policy H17 B, however, is not justified because moving students away from city centres, 

and further away from their universities, may raise additional social, economic and 

environmental issues. Since most students cannot afford to pay rent, extra travel costs and 

increased travel times will add to their frustration and have a negative impact on their 

well-being. Students may also feel isolated if they are too far away from Campus. 

Additionally, many local communities do not support the concentration of private sector 

purpose built student accommodation, on land that is not adjoining the campus and that 

can be used for other uses. If PSBA is planned further away from the city centre, the 

reasons should be clearly justified and take into account the issues raised above. 
 

Policy A3 paragraph 4.17. 3 needs to be altered to allow room for more flexibility. 

Requiring a link to a higher education institution would not be justified and goes against 

GG1 and GG4 because it would exclude small institutions that need to provide 

accommodation to their students and not for profit organizations/charities that are 

working to provide affordable housing to current students. Smaller institutions will be 

unable to provide affordable accommodation to its student body due to financial 

restrictions placed by the nomination agreement. This policy favours more established 

universities and established developers and works against good growth policy GG1 and 

hence should not be a criteria. In order to be effective and just, guidance is needed to 

clarify the nature and length of the nomination agreements and how to make it accessible 

for large and small institutions.  
 

Although we are supportive of Policy A4 and paragraphs 4.17.6 and 4.17.11, we believe 

the target should be “the majority” rather than 35% or the “maximum level” (suggested 

change). The evidence shows that affordability is an issue for the majority of students, 



including international students. What guidelines are there to determine who needs it 

most. There should be requirements on developers to build a certain amount without 

nomination agreements. We recommend that the majority of the accommodation be at 

affordable levels to ensure that many more students have access to good quality 

accommodations within their budget. There needs to be a remodeling of student 

accommodation, so that affordable rents below £159 per week are the norm (and ideally 

well below this). We completely support paragraph 4.17.9 and believe this should be the 

case for most students to encourage a healthy living environment, which also meets the 

objectives of GG1 and GG4. However, we don’t believe that the approach to building 

PBSA would be effective with just these policies in place. There needs to be additional 

planning support to ensure affordable student accommodation is built and that is it up to 

the standards.  
 

The cost of most student accommodation is already high and without the support of the 

Mayor’s Office and Local Planning Authorities, meeting this criteria will be very difficult 

to achieve. In order to provide affordable flats, land and building costs need to be lower 

or subsidized. Earmarking land for the purpose of student accommodation will allow for 

more affordable developments to occur rather than having to compete with using lands 

for other uses.  
 

We would also recommended expanding paragraph 4.17.12 to allow more types of people 

to be housed in the summer months, including tourists. This would make the 

accommodations more attractive and generate additional revenue to offset the subsided 

term time weeks, rather than remaining empty or opened only to a specific group of 

people. It also benefits students who do not have to rent for the full year and may opt for 

less weeks.  
 

Overall, we believe that Policy H17 has the potential to meet the objectives of good 

growth GG4, if more concrete measures and specific guidelines are put into place to 

streamline the approach. However, GG4 aims for 50% of all houses to be affordable, 

whereas Policy H17 aims for 35% or the vaguely defined “maximum level”. One of the  

key policies for GG4 is to ensure that London has a range of high quality houses that are 

accessible to all types of people. By understanding all avenues that help fulfil affordable 

student accommodation targets such as not for profit, smaller institutions and charities, 

and being more flexible in allowing a wide range of people over the summer to generate 

additional revenue and unburden students on long term contracts, students may be able to 

live in better quality housing that is genuinely affordable.  

 

 

 

 


