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Introduction

The British Property Federation (BPF) represents the real estate sector – an industry which contributed more than £116bn to the economy in 2020 and supported more than 2.4 million jobs. We promote the interests of those with a stake in the UK built environment, and our membership comprises a broad range of owners, managers and developers of real estate as well as those who support them. Their investments help drive the UK's economic success; provide essential infrastructure and create great places where people can live, work and relax.

General Comments
The British Property Federation (BPF) welcomes the Mayor’s recognition of the acute viability crisis facing London’s housing market. The proposals to introduce temporary flexibility into the London Plan and associated guidance are a positive step toward unlocking stalled developments and accelerating the delivery of much-needed homes. We particularly support the pragmatic move toward a rules-based, certain environment that reduces the reliance on protracted, scheme-by-scheme viability negotiations.
However, for these emergency measures to be truly effective, they must align with the operational and financial realities of the development industry. Our response focuses on three thematic areas:
· Operational Realism: Technical standards—such as cycle parking and core density—must be evidence-led. Current requirements often impose disproportionate costs that do not reflect actual resident behaviour or modern mobility trends.
· Design Flexibility: Removing rigid numerical caps on dwellings per core and loosening the "exceptional circumstances" rule for single-aspect homes will allow for more efficient, high-quality urban densification.
· Meaningful Implementation Windows: The "temporary" nature of these routes will be ineffective as intervention must reflect the 7- to 10-year life cycle of London developments. Short-term windows risk creating "cliff-edge" effects that deter rather than encourage long-term investment. We urge the GLA to extend these provisions to at least 2033 to account for development timeframes.
The BPF is committed to working with the GLA to ensure these measures provide the stability and incentive required to restore confidence in London's residential sector. This is needed for the benefit of the many Londoners in increasing need of better housing options across the tenure spectrum, and we are keen to assist the Mayor’s office not only through this consultation response but through collaboration into the future. 




Responses to consultation questions
 SECTION 3	Changes to housing design standards

3.1.4 Reduce Minimum Cycle Parking Requirements (Policy T5)

The BPF broadly supports the proposal to introduce temporary reductions in minimum cycle parking requirements for residential, student and shared living developments, particularly where this is targeted to boroughs with lower existing cycling levels.
Members report that cycle parking requirements can impose disproportionate costs and space inefficiencies, particularly on high-density schemes such as Purpose-Built Student Accommodation (PBSA), Build to Rent (BtR) and Co-Living, where basement space is expensive to deliver and often constrained by ground conditions, utilities or fire safety requirements. In many cases, the viability impact of cycle parking is greater than its transport or behavioural benefit.
Evidence from members suggests that reducing cycle parking standards is unlikely to materially change travel behaviour, especially where alternatives such as public transport, walking, car clubs and micromobility options (including shared e-bikes and e-scooters) are readily available. Occupancy data also indicates that cycle parking is often underutilised, particularly in student and shared living schemes, where residents frequently rely on shared mobility rather than privately owned bicycles.
The BPF therefore supports a borough-specific and evidence-led approach, with larger reductions in areas where cycling mode share remains low. This approach strikes an appropriate balance between supporting sustainable transport objectives and recognising the urgent need to improve scheme viability and unlock stalled development

3.1 Increase Flexibility in Housing Design Standards

The BPF welcomes the proposed temporary relaxation of specific prescriptive design standards within the 2023 Housing Design Standards LPG, and supports the Mayor’s recognition that over-prescriptive standards can undermine viability without necessarily improving outcomes.

Removing the requirement that single-aspect homes should only be permitted in “exceptional circumstances” is a pragmatic and proportionate response to current viability challenges. Members report that the dual-aspect requirement can significantly constrain site layouts, reduce net-to-gross efficiency, and limit the ability to deliver compact, well-designed homes on constrained urban sites.

Allowing a greater proportion of single-aspect homes, where they are well designed, appropriately oriented and meet daylight and ventilation standards, will support more efficient block layouts and improve deliverability, particularly on smaller or irregular sites.

The BPF also supports the removal of the cap on the number of dwellings per core per floor. This standard can drive unnecessary construction costs through additional cores, lifts and staircases, with limited corresponding benefit to residents.

Indeed, in managed buildings such as BtR, removal of this constraint benefits residents through improved and more equitable access to different parts of the building such as shared amenity spaces, without needing to exit the building via one core and re-entering to access a different core, for example. This flexibility also benefits the efficiency and effectiveness of routine maintenance, whether with regard to routine cleaning or safety checks in communal areas, such as lighting and fire alarm systems.

Greater flexibility in this area will:
· Improve development efficiency;
· Reduce build costs;
· Increase the efficiency of management and maintenance operations;
· Improve resident access within the building;
· Improve energy efficiency, through removing the potential need for deck access;
· Support higher densities in accessible locations; and
· Help close viability gaps on marginal schemes.

Members emphasise that design standards should continue to be applied through guidance and professional judgement, rather than rigid numerical limits. The proposed flexibility enables local authorities to secure good design outcomes while responding to site-specific circumstances and market conditions.

It is also important to note that many London boroughs have transposed London Plan Guidance standards, with mandatory application of dual aspect and minimum core requirements, into their local plans. We therefore urge the GLA to make these interventions mandatory across boroughs to ensure they have the desired outcomes.


SECTION 4        Introduce a Temporary Third Affordable Housing Route

The BPF welcomes the introduction of a new, temporary affordable housing route, recognising the acute viability pressures currently facing residential development in London and the urgent need to unlock stalled schemes.

Lowering upfront affordable housing requirements, alongside removing the need for full viability testing, has the potential to bring forward development that would otherwise remain unviable in the short to medium term. The acknowledgement that existing Fast Track and Viability Tested routes are not functioning effectively in the current market is particularly welcome.

However, the BPF has several concerns about the effectiveness of the proposal as currently framed:
· Time limitation: Restricting the route to the period before adoption of the next London Plan does not reflect the realities of development timelines. Larger or more complex schemes are unlikely to progress through planning, financing and procurement within this window, limiting the route’s impact. . Additionally, requiring the completion of the first floor of buildings prior to 31 March 20230 is more complex for large schemes. Flexibility, discretion and recognition of the need to treat multi-phased larger schemes differently is vital to ensure this actually works as intended.
· Restrictions of PBSA and co-living: We urge the GLA to extend this intervention to include PBSA and Co-Living schemes which contribute to the diversity of modern residential delivery models. While applications and starts for co-living and purpose-built student accommodation (PBSA) have accelerated relative to traditional residential schemes, this should not be interpreted as evidence that all is well for these tenures, or that there is any oversupply of these homes. Housing delivery and demand has evolved significantly, and models such as Co-Living and PBSA now play an established role in meeting housing need, particularly in high-demand urban areas. These tenures should not be excluded by default, as they are integral to overall housing supply and are subject to many of the same viability pressures as more traditional forms of residential development.
· Fast implementation needed: As well as the stated end-date, it would also be helpful to understand when this LPG is likely to be adopted. The consultation review period would need to be short to enable publication of the final LPG in advance of forthcoming local election periods, and there are likely to be periods for appointing or refreshing local planning committees following those elections. This will then be followed fairly closely by the summer holiday period, so it is possible to envisage reduced planning committee activity until the autumn, effectively almost a year after the original MHCLG / GLA announcement of this emergency package. As a consequence, the prospects for securing fresh planning consents with sufficient urgency appear slim.
· Lack of certainty for funders: The temporary nature of the route, combined with ongoing review mechanisms, does little to restore funder confidence. Certainty and stability are critical to unlocking investment.
· Grant funding restrictions: Whilst additional availability of grant to support affordable housing within schemes is welcome, we must point out that this is only available where there is a Registered Provider (RP) to be eligible to accept such grant support. This measure is generally not available to BtR schemes which provide intermediate rent homes fully integrated within the development, rather than separating them for sale to an RP partner. This important factor should be recognised within the distinct economics of BtR when considering viability and perhaps also thresholds for Fast Track qualification for such schemes, in order to maintain a level playing field for these much needed homes to come forward for delivery.
· Limited impact on existing schemes: Many stalled schemes already have planning permission and face challenges in amending affordable housing requirements under current mechanisms. The proposals do not sufficiently address how schemes such as these can be unlocked quickly and efficiently. Given that such schemes are largely ‘oven ready’ but have simply stalled due to changed viability parameters, our view is that these would be the single best source of accelerated and additional housing delivery within the envisaged timeframes.

The BPF recommends that the GLA:
· Extends the duration of the temporary route to at least 7 years to reflect the reality of development cycles;
· Clarifies how the route applies to existing permissions and stalled schemes; and
· Considers how this route interacts with existing Section 106 mechanisms, including review clauses such as Section 106BA, to avoid duplication and uncertainty.

Whilst the rationale behind the Late Stage Review mechanism may have been clear in a continuously rising market, that is not the situation that is faced at present. Given that future economic conditions are difficult to predict we suggest a re-examination of such gain-share reviews, as the current deterrent effect on investment and development activity far outweighs any potential benefit arising.

One idea for potential amendment would be to accept that the mechanism should become a genuine review – in which the resulting outcome could be either positive or negative compared to the initial position, instead of the one-way, upward-only outcome envisaged currently. Such an approach would be equitable in the sense of providing a degree of flexibility in the light of future economic fluctuations, and thereby reducing real and perceived risk within the investment and development lifecycle. Indeed a strong argument could be made that, if a two-way review process had been in place over recent years, development activity could have continued without the degree of disruption and decline that has become increasingly apparent. Additionally, the GLA could allow additional flexibility to allow schemes to reduce the percentage of affordable housing, if it is providing a higher level of socially rented units within their s106 contributions. We urge further engagement with the BPF on this issue, to ensure that the maximum viable level of affordable is secured, but without the risk of perceived penalty that currently prevents delivery.

Overall, while the introduction of a third route is a positive step, further refinement is required for it to deliver meaningful increases in housing supply during the current downturn.
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