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Process

We are disappointed at the lack of opportunities for input and deliberation on the latest iteration of the Housing SPG.  Previously there would have been discussions at the Mayor’s Housing Forum and Housing Equality group, but with their disbandment there seems to be no sounding board for the wider voluntary and community sector.  This weakens the standing of the Housing SPG.
Part 1

Accelerating Housing Delivery

The new section on accelerating housing completions should be linked to public land surplus.  The best way to achieve acceleration is for the Mayor to use public land to establish a large-scale public-sector strand of housing production.
Monitoring Targets

Housing supply should be net after taking into account units lost through demolition etc. This would make a start on recognising the true scale and range of costs associated with programmes of demolition and rebuilds which are pursued instead of refurbishment schemes which retain settled communities and valued housing stock.

Density Matrix
The adequacy of social infrastructure should be an important factor influencing permitted densities.  We propose that 1.3.50 be inserted into 1.3.6 to 1.3.11 
Private garden led development

The concept of protecting private garden land should be extended to cover the green space enjoyed by the residents of housing estates.  These green spaces can be included as residential gardens under NPPF 48 and should be added to the list in 1.2.47
Airspace developments
The proposal to build housing above low density uses should not assume that this is appropriate for every use.  We strongly object to residential development on top of schools because of the children’s security, the parents’ privacy and the need for a place of education to feel free, not cramped and oppressive.  Schools should be deleted from the list.  We would also question whether residents will experience “quiet enjoyment” living above a railway station or a repair depot.

Standards for daylight and sunlight

We disagree with the introduction of “flexibility” which dilutes the implementation of BRE daylight and sunlight standards.   The policy direction should be resisting any significant loss of amenity in surrounding buildings and ensuring high standards in new build.  Para 2.3.12 would seem to imply that the BRE guidelines can be waived
Surplus industrial land

The SPG is not providing guidance that will ensure the disposal of industrial land really is rigorously justified and consistent with London Plan targets.  Previous guidance saw an acceleration of industrial land release three times more than the London Plan target.  The annual release benchmark was reduced at FALP (see London Plan paragraph 4.21) but this is not mentioned in the SPG.

We remain deeply concerned about the losses of employment and services.  The SPG should include proposals for containing and mitigating Permitted Development Rights.

Part 3 

Affordable student accommodation

The SPG has been tasked with providing detailed mechanisms for securing affordable student accommodation.  The formula for deciding the affordability of student accommodation is unbalanced and unfair, based on the assumption that students can afford to spend 55% of their income on housing costs, compared with 35% for the general population.  

Worse still is the failure to set a target for the amount of affordable accommodation.  Evidence to FALP by the University of London, NUS and Cass and Claredale demonstrated that affordability was an issue for the vast majority of students, whereas the SPG finds that only the 33% of London students who receive a maintenance grant need affordable housing.  A target of at least 33% should be set, otherwise the mechanism in the SPG is not going to be fit for purpose in terms of meeting students housing need.
Part 4

Viability issues

We welcome the movement towards a more open approach, but given the court cases on Greenwich and Southwark and the precedent set by Islington’s proposed policy, we urge the need for more explicit guidance.  
We know that viability assessments are being totally distorted by developers with inflated costs, down playing scheme value and use of bespoke models with hidden assumptions rather than a transparent  and consistent methodology.  
The SPG should, at least, give encouragement to Boroughs to publish all viability assessments and to use:-

· Independent appraisals (rather than developer led)
· staggered reviews 

· option appraisals that allow full consideration of other delivery options

· area viability rather than scheme viability

The SPG should also commit to the Mayor developing an open viability model that is used London wide and is put in the public domain

Vacant building credit
Vacant building credits is very likely to lead to the loss of affordable housing in London and the Mayor should be expressing strong concern about this.  There should be a commitment to as part of a London wide review on the implications of this policy, which would generate policies to deal with the detrimental effects.  All Boroughs should be required to produce an evidence base on the number of vacant buildings by length of time.  Given the Holgate legal judgement on 31 July 2015, this policy should be deleted from the SPG.
The expression of local targets
The implication of introducing fixed targets for affordable housing in Housing Zones and Opportunity Areas is to exert a downward pressure on the delivery of affordable housing which is catastrophic for London.  Not only is this flying in the face of Londoners overwhelming housing need, but it wrongly assumes that reducing affordable homes targets leads to an increase in housing supply.   It also contradicts London Plan policy to maximize the delivery of affordable housing.
Most Borough Plans already have fixed targets for affordable housing of between 35% to 50%.  The Mayor is suggesting that a target of 25% is more “realistic”.  To review and change these targets should be evidence based, and subject to a Planning Inspector and Examination in Public.  It must be withdrawn and reintroduced as part of the full review of the London Plan.   
 
