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About The Housing Forum 

The Housing Forum is the UK’s cross-sector, industry-wide organisation that represents 
the entire housing supply chain. Our growing membership drawn from over 150 
organisations across the public and private sectors and includes local authorities, housing 
associations, housebuilders, architects and manufacturers. All share our determination to 
drive quality in the design, construction and decarbonisation of UK homes. They have a 
commitment to partnership working and share in our vision of ‘A Quality Home for All’. 

In order to achieve this, we have advocate for policy change needed for everyone to live 
in a good quality, sustainable and affordable home. Our key Housing Solutions set out 
how we think this can be achieved. 
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Introduction 

The Housing Forum welcomes the direction of changes in the new London Plan with 

a more streamlined approach. The London Plan has a key spatial role to play,  

Duplication of regulations in the London Plan and national building or planning 

regulations causes unnecessary bureaucracy and can slow down the delivery of 

much-needed new homes. Additional requirements relating to design or sustainability 

must be tested for deliverability, and included only if there is a strong case of the 

need to differentiate requirements in London from elsewhere. With the introduction of 

the Future Homes Standard, and decarbonisation of the grid, the case for higher 

standards in London becomes weaker. London is somewhere where some of the 

most creative new designs have been built in recent years. The London Plan should 

support innovation and ambitious designs, without stifling overall delivery via overly-

complex regulation that duplicates existing legislation.  

There are still some sections of the proposed London Plan where duplication may 

arise, and we have provided some detail on the best way forward on these below.  

Response to questions 

We have responded here to the individual questions that arise throughout the 

consultation document itself, rather than the broader topics set out in the response 

template. 

1. How can we increase build-out rates? (Section 2.1) 

This is the subject of a national consultation, and working paper. The Housing 

Forum’s views are set out in detail on both of these, and can be found here. Unlike all 

the other planning reform instigated by the new Government – which rightly aim to 

reduce planning burdens - these proposals add a complex new legal framework into 

planning, which risks slowing planning down, increasing development risk and 

making fewer sites come forward. 

Our members from across the housing sector – including councils, housing 

associations, developers and legal firms who advise the sector – are united in the 

view that attempting to impose financial penalties on housebuilders for slow buildout 

rates would be counter productive to its intended aim. Rather than encouraging 

collaborative solution-finding to the complex issues around build-out rates and stalled 

sites, the proposed measures would pit councils and developers against each other, 

in costly and slow legal battles.  

Our key concerns are: 

• Slow build out rates of sites is not something that developers do for their own 

gain, rather than in response to market factors. The CMA report was clear 

that developers do not hold land-banks for their own financial gain above that 

which they need to ensure a smooth pipeline of developable sites.  

• Slow build-out rate (which already causes financial losses via borrowing 

costs) having increased risk attached to it. This would deter lenders to the 

https://housingforum.org.uk/campaigns/the-housing-forum-responds-to-the-governments-planning-policy-on-improving-build-out-rates/
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sector, and increase the price of credit. This in turn would increase costs, and 

reduce the viability of much-needed Affordable Housing.  

• A significant financial hit on housing associations who own sites that are 

currently stalled because of the viability of construction costs.  

• An overly cautious approach from housebuilders around what they build, to 

ensure that build-out rates are achieved. This may include being under-

ambitious in terms of density, design or use of more innovative or 

environmentally friendly construction methods, including MMC.  

• Increased legal costs for both councils and developers who need to spend 

time arguing over who is responsible for slow build-out rates. It may be 

politically attractive to blame developers for slow buildout rates, but when 

digging down into individual causes (as the Taskforce has recently done), it is 

usually the case that different factors interact, or that more than one factor is 

holding development up simultaneously. Third parties (such as the Highways 

Agency, or Building Safety Regulator) may be responsible for delays.  

We do not think there is any benefit in adding further complexity to an already overly 

complex planning system by adding additional requirements around build-out rates 

via the London Plan, in addition to any that are set nationally. There are, however, 

ways in which the GLA could increase build-out rates: 

• Allocating more land for housing, so that more sites are building out at once. 

Market absorption may limit the rate at which developers build new homes on 

any one site, but does not apply across multiple sites, which are likely to 

attract different types of buyers.  

• Putting pressure on Government to urgently address the backlog and 

slowness in the Building Safety Regulator’s processing of Gateway 2 

applications, and working to ensure that there are not similar delays in the 

near future with Gateway 3.  

• Supporting the development of the Build to Rent sector, which is able to 

deliver at pace without any problems around absorption rate 

• Expanding the work of the Stalled Sites Taskforce to look at smaller sites. 

• Encouraging developers and local authorities to communicate regularly 

around the barriers to building out sites that are being brought forward for 

planning, or already have planning permission. 

The recent announcements to support SMEs are very welcome and should help 

unlock some smaller sites. The measures aimed at streamlining the planning system, 

as outlined in the recent consultation on planning committees should also help.  

The changes to Development Corporations proposed in the Planning and 

Infrastructure Bill are also useful, and – alongside funding for local authorities – 

should help local authorities to take the lead in bringing forward large or complex 

sites that the private sector cannot deliver alone.  

 

https://www.gov.uk/government/news/government-backs-sme-builders-to-get-britain-building
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2. Should the Opportunity Areas identified in the previous London Plan be 

updated and streamlined? (Sections 2.3 and 3.1) 

Yes. Successful delivery of Opportunity Areas requires effective partnership working 

between local authorities and private and not-for-profit sector organisations. 

3. What are the best ways to densify existing neighbourhoods and under-

used sites such as low-density retail parks and car parks? (Section 2.7) 

Policies to densify existing areas may need to be quite bespoke. The London Plan 

should set out aspirations but allow for local flexibility, which recognises local 

constraints and opportunities.  

4. What is the most appropriate threshold for affordable housing, 

balancing the need to maximise the delivery of affordable homes with 

deliverability? Is 10 the right minimum size for this to apply? Should 

there be any exemptions? Should there be specific targets for social 

rent? (Section 2.12- 2.13) 

The existing threshold for 50% has been helpful in pushing up the quantity of social 

housing in London. However, numbers have come at the expense of size or 

affordability, and inevitably will continue to do so because larger homes require more 

subsidy and social rent requires more subsidy.  

We would recommend that the proportion of social rent is given in size (square 

meters) rather than number of homes, in order that larger homes can be prioritised. 

These are the most acutely needed in London, and by building them, vacancy chains 

can be created, allowing many households to move to a more suitable home for each 

newbuild one.  

We support the 50% target for any greenbelt land that is released for housing, and 

this should apply to floorspace as well as numbers of homes.  

Brownfield sites can be more challenging and viability remains an issue even in 

London. There may be a case for grant funding on some sites, to unlock delivery. 

5. Should estate regeneration require full replacement of social rented 

homes, even if there is no right to return? (Section 2.14) 

Estate regeneration that leads to a net reduction in social rented homes should only 

be considered in exceptional circumstances, such as replacing homes that are unfit 

for habitation, or where smaller flats are being replaced with larger homes (so there 

is no net loss of square footage).  

6. Should the London Plan introduce a strategic approach to specialist 

and supported housing, or is this best left to boroughs to decide? 

(Section 2.17) 

The London Plan should set out broad strategic ambitions for specialist and 

supported housing. This should include flexibility around design standards and space 

standards, especially if new housing has the potential to encourage downsizing. 

7. Should the Plan set out minimum heights of new buildings, to 

encourage density? (Sections 4.1 and 4.2) 
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Building higher rise buildings has been particularly challenging in recent years, with 

changing building safety regulations and long delays at the Regulator threatening the 

viability of many sites. The London Plan should recognise these challenges and be 

careful not to impose any additional hurdles that might render sites unviable at the 

current time. 

For medium density sites, there may be different models that can deliver the same 

density with and without high-rise. The London Plan should therefore focus on 

square meters of housing space per hectare, and not on height or units.  

8. How can listed buildings and conservation areas meet net zero 

requirements? (Section 4.4) 

This will entail some compromises around heritage, which should prioritise the level 

of retrofitting that is essential to move away from fossil fuel heating. It may well be 

best left to national regulations, rather than duplicated in the London Plan. 

9. Should the London Plan remove bespoke policies and rely on national 

building regulations to deal with ventilation and overheating? (Sections 

4.6, 5.18 and 5.19) 

These are best dealt with via national policies. Duplication of requirements between 

the London Plan and national building standards causes unnecessary bureaucracy. It 

will be particularly difficult to set new standards at the current point in time as 

Government has not yet set out the details of the Future Homes Standard (though is 

expected to do so this autumn). 

The focus on dual aspect has been particularly challenging since the second 

staircase requirements came into effect for taller buildings, leading to a return to deck 

access blocks, and reductions in the number of new homes that could otherwise be 

built. We would welcome more flexibility here in order that regulations do not prevent 

the best possible solution being permitted, balancing overheating risks, quality of life, 

views, light, costs and carbon emissions. 

10. Should the London Plan introduce a strategic approach to family 

housing requirements, or is this best left to boroughs to decide? 

(Section 4.7) 

It may be best for individual boroughs to determine the detail of this, but their efforts 

should not be held back by an overly numeric approach to affordable “units” in the 

London Plan, which encourage building smaller flats rather than family sized homes. 

Grant rates should be on a per person or a per bedroom basis, to encourage the 

building of family homes. In defining homes for families, the GLA should recognise 

that two-bedroom flats or houses would usually be allocated to families, so need to 

be suitable for children. However, the most acute shortage is of homes for larger 

families (with four or more bedrooms), and it is these that need particular support. 

11. Should the London Plan introduce a strategic approach to accessible 

housing requirements, or is this best left to boroughs to decide? 

(Section 4.7) 

This is best left to national regulations, or individual boroughs.  
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12. Should the London Plan continue to require additional requirements 

around ceiling heights and outdoor space, above national standards? 

(Section 4.9) 

No. These are best dealt with via national policies. Duplication of requirements 

between the London Plan and national building standards causes unnecessary 

bureaucracy. 

13. Should the London Plan aim to go further than national standards on 

net zero, energy efficiency and whole life carbon? (Sections 5.0, 5.1 and 

5.3)) 

No. These are best dealt with via national regulations. The higher standards in 

previous London Plans were manageable for industry when the national standards 

were lower. However, with the impending launch of the Future Homes Standard, the 

case for higher standards in London becomes weaker.  

14. Should the London Plan impose new requirements for heat networks 

(Section 5.2) 

These are best dealt with via national policies. Duplication of requirements between 

the London Plan and national building standards causes unnecessary bureaucracy. 

 


