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Accessible Housing and Visitor Accommodation 

M37.  Would Policy D5 provide a justified and effective strategic framework for delivering accessible 
housing?  In particular: 

a) Would Policy D5 provide an effective and justified strategic framework for the preparation of local 
plans and neighbourhood plans in relation to this matter? 

b) Would it provide an effective framework for development management?  In this regard, would the 
requirements set out in Policy D5A, in relation to meeting Building Regulations requirement M4(3) and 
M4(2) be justified?  Would this be an effective approach? 

It is legitimate to require all homes that can reasonably achieve step-free access to the private entrance to 
meet requirement M4(2) but it would be helpful to acknowledge in the policy itself that this will not always be 
possible, as described in paragraph 3.5.6.  

We are less convinced that requiring 10% to go further and meet M4(3) can be justified as this is far in excess 
of current need.  We also know that the need for wheelchair housing is proportionately higher in the affordable 
housing sector than in the private sector so there is some logic for varying the proportions according to 
tenure.  It would also be legitimate to vary the proportion of M4(3) homes by borough if there are significant 
variations in terms of local need, but only if they all work to the same standardised test of need. 

Notwithstanding the move to Building Regulations in 2015, versions of this policy have effectively operated in 
London for 12 years now.  It would be extremely useful to know how well it has been working.  How many 
homes have been built to each Category and, in particular, how many wheelchair user homes have been 
occupied by wheelchair users?   

These homes are 20-30% larger than equivalent M4(2) homes and significantly more expensive to build.  
Land is scarce.  Before we build more M4(3) homes we need to know that those built so far have been 
available, affordable and useful to those who need them.  Policy D5 should require these homes to be 
recorded in accessible housing registers in order that future purchasers and tenants can identify and access 
them.  This is particular important for wheelchair adaptable homes which are deliberately intended to look 
and feel like ‘ordinary spacious homes’ in order to avoid features that are not yet needed and to ensure that 
space can be used flexibly until the home is occupied by a wheelchair user and adapted accordingly.  It should 
also direct boroughs to specify (by bedspace, not bedrooms) the mix of M4(3) dwellings they require in order 
to avoid only two person homes being offered. 

Boroughs should also be required to monitor the use of M4(3) homes and require that both the adaptable and 
the accessible plan layouts are bound into Title Deeds to ensure that their potential for adaptation is obvious 
to successive occupants.  

Until all of this happens it is difficult to support 10% M4(3) on an on-going basis.  It is particularly difficult to see 
how current policy works in Build to Rent schemes.  Under the regulations only the adaptable version of M4(3) 
can be required unless the home is subject to an allocations policy.  That will not happen in a BTR 
development so a prospective tenant who uses a wheelchair would need to persuade the landlord to adapt 
the home to meet his or her needs in advance of moving in.  

As that is almost inconceivable, the only sensible approach is to require rented wheelchair dwellings to be 
adapted from the start.  Even so, we suggest that a lower proportion, varied by tenure, is appropriate until the 
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mechanisms that ensure that the right people are able to access the right homes at the right price, are in 
place.  We therefore also suggest that these homes should be let at the same price as a corresponding M4(2) 
home (one with the same number of bedspaces), and that the subsidy for wheelchair homes should be 
increased.  

 


