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Respondent No. 1195  
The Retirement Housing Consortium 
 
Draft London Plan 
Accessible Housing and Visitor Accommodation: Housing Quality and 
Standards  
 
Matter 36 
 
Housing Quality and Standards  

 

M36. Would Policy D4 provide a justified and effective strategic framework 
for delivering quality housing? In particular:  

 

 

a)Would Policy D4 focus on matters of strategic relevance? In this respect, 
would it provide appropriate flexibility in relation to housing standards in 
light of the planned amount of quality housing and local circumstances? 
(outdoor space, internal space, balconies, single aspect) Would it effectively 
address matters of daylight and sunlight?  

 

We refer to the representations of the HBF and the Consortium on Policy H2 (Small 
Sites) where we have recommended that the Mayor injects some flexibility into the 
policy to allow for smaller homes to be built, targeted at meeting specific needs, 
including specialist accommodation for older people. The DLP should give some 
discretion to the local authority on this matter.  

 

With regards to the requirement for private outside space, the prescriptive 
requirements are wholly ineffective due to the lack of an understanding on the 
needs of different forms of housing such as extra care and specialist 
accommodation for older people. It should be noted that the companies 
represented by the Consortium have an unparalleled experience in providing 
developments for elderly residents and have found that the most important amenity 
space is internal to the building, within the residents’ lounge and other communal 
facilities site this would provide an outdoor amenity area that would be respectful 
of future residents’ needs.  It is the quality and not the quantity of amenity spaces, 
both internal and external and in, and around the site which is important.   The 
quality of the landscaped areas should therefore be considered and the benefits 
that this would provide to future occupiers should be considered rather than a 
simple area equation as considered by the DLP in this instance.   

 

In respect of balconies, the 1.5m requirement presumably is aimed at ensuring that 
the balconies are attractive for use and to do so, may accommodate at minimum, 
a small “patio” table. This is of course something that the Consortium generally 
supports. However, there will be many instances in London particularly where this 
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is not possible or desirable to do due to relationship issues with neighbours or uses. 
It is recommended that this prescription is deleted as the correct approach should 
be a matter for development management considering the specific circumstances 
of each proposal in respect of relationships with neighbours and availability of other 
spaces  both on site and within the area    

 

In respect of avoidance of single aspect units, this reference should be deleted. 
Whilst multi aspect units may be desirable for many reasons, single aspect 
apartments can also have benefits. Most apartments built by the Consortium are 
single aspect as this provides utmost efficiency in design and layout (helping high 
densities) and efficiency in the management and maintenance of its schemes 
which in turn helps in assisting and caring for its residents – all of which also 
resulting in cost savings to residents. 

 

In the very considerable experience of the Consortium in providing such 
accommodation, residents are also content with single aspect apartments because 
of the efficiencies in maintenance and costs (such as heating) that is delivered to 
them.  In the 60000 + units they have provided across the Country there have been 
very few, if any complaints associated with single aspect units. More important to 
older residents are the benefits noted here and other benefits associated with 
retirement housing developments. The ability to optimise the opportunities to 
deliver these benefits to as many older people as possible could be reduced by an 
insistence on single aspect units 

 

Considering the Policy approach to daylighting/sun lighting, the policy in stating   

The design of development should provide sufficient daylight and sunlight to new 
housing that is appropriate for its context (emphasis added) at least suggests some 
flexibility in application. If it is to remain though, it should go further to ensure that 
informed and flexible consideration is given 

 

Paragraph 123(d) of the NPPF states: 

 

 
local planning authorities should refuse applications which they consider fail to 
make efficient use of land, considering the policies in this Framework. In this 
context, when considering applications for housing, authorities should take a 
flexible approach in applying policies or guidance relating to daylight and sunlight, 
where they would otherwise inhibit making efficient use of a site (if the resulting 
scheme would provide acceptable living standards).  (emphasis added) 
 
If the Policy is to remain, it should more properly reflect the NPPF.    
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b) In this respect, would it provide an effective and justified strategic 
framework for the preparation of local plans and neighbourhood plans in 
relation to this matter?  

 
No.  
 
The draft policies are however far too prescriptive for a strategic document and 
must be removed or amended to reflect site by site considerations as well as local 
planning authority considerations on a case by case basis.  
 
Requiring minimum standards such as proposed for all self-contained 
accommodation does not reflect the unique circumstances and design 
requirements for specialist accommodation for the elderly and instead of increasing 
supply in London, is likely to reduce it even further.  
 
 
 
c) Would it accord with national policy particularly in light of the Nationally 
Described Space Standards? 
 
No. As noted in the representation by the HBF The Mayor deviates slightly from 
the Nationally Described Space Standards by specifying a ceiling height 
requirement that is higher than the national standard. Compare Policy D4 GA 8) 
with the Nationally Described Space Standards set out in DCLG Technical Housing 
Standards – Nationally Described Space Standard, March 2015 and also the PPG: 
Housing: Optional Technical Standards). The Consortium submit that the Mayor 
should not deviate but conform with the national standard as set out in the PPG 
however it should be noted that meeting these standards is often difficult for 
providers of specialist accommodation for older people. 
 
Meeting the requirements of Technical Space Standards and Accessibility 
standards is, of course, desirable for all forms of accommodation and the members 
of the Consortium align themselves with best practice wherever feasible.  Due to 
the nature of specialist accommodation for the elderly, apartments provided by the 
Consortium predominantly exceed the DCLG nationally described space standard 
and overwhelmingly meet the old ‘Lifetime Homes Standard’ – which is broadly 
equivalent to Optional Requirement M4(2): Category 2 – Accessible and Adaptable 
Buildings of the Building Regulations. 
 
It is however often problematic when design standards that have been prepared 
for ‘general needs’ housing are imposed on specialist older person’s 
accommodation. The DCLG – Nationally Described Space Standard is a clear 
example of this and is applied through either the number of bedrooms or the 
number of people. The maximum number of residents in any sheltered or extra 
care apartment is 2.  
 
To clarify, the Consortium’s companies all provide 1 and 2 bedroom apartments for 
residents.  A high proportion of additional bedrooms provided in the 2 bedroom 
apartments are however often used for alternative purposes, such as a separate 
dining room or study. This is demonstrated in the results of recent surveys by 
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McCarthy and Stone plc (a member of the Consortium) on occupancy. These show 
that the average occupancy of a one-bedroom apartment is 1.194 persons and a 
two bedroom apartments is slightly higher at 1.275 persons.  
 
It is difficult to see how the minimum standards would be applied to specialist 
housing developments with their corresponding lower occupancy levels. It would 
appear wholly unreasonable to apply standards for family housing (i.e. 2 bedroom: 
3 persons) to such developments.  
 
Specialist providers have a clearer idea of the needs of their residents and a ‘one-
size-fits-all’ approach to housing is counter-intuitive. Should the Council seek to 
apply Housing Standards we recommend that the standards should not apply to 
any specialist forms of housing. 
 
It must also be noted that the application of the Space standards would be 
challenging, and in many cases unfeasible, in the high PTAL locations which are 
often best suited for older person’s housing.  Units that are smaller and do not 
wholly conform to all aspects of the old Lifetime Homes standard are occasionally 
required to bring facilitate designs that planning officers find acceptable, this is 
particularly the case where existing buildings are re-used or there are heritage 
considerations.  
 
Additionally, the application of minimum housing and accessibility standards 
(especially those exceeding the Nationally Described Space Standards) will also 
have a material impact on the viability of development, due to the concurrent 
increase in build costs. The housing market is in a period of significant uncertainty 
following the E.U referendum and the ability to bring forward development in 
London is more finely balanced. The implementation of further costs, in conjunction 
with the affordable housing and CIL will act as a barrier to development.   
 
In light of the uncertainty in the economy an additional burden to development 
appears ill-advised. Should the Council decide to implement housing standards 
within then the cumulative impact of these on development viability in conjunction 
with S106 contributions, affordable housing and the Borough and Mayoral 
Community Infrastructure Levy must be robustly tested. 
 
This policy is not positively prepared, nor has the criteria been found to be viable 
for development and as such is not justified. We also consider the policy to be 
inconsistent with national planning policy as it is overly prescriptive for a strategic 
document. We respectfully request that it should be amended or removed. 
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