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General needs housing The Draft New London Plan sets out ambitious targets for affordable housing. Balfour Beatty is broadly supportive of 
policies that aim to deliver housing that is affordable for Londoners. However, in our view, these policies should include enough flexibility to 
ensure that the delivery of all forms of housing is prioritised. Policy H5 – Delivery of affordable housing While we recognise that the delivery of 
affordable housing across public sector land portfolios is a key priority for the Mayor, and while we support the principle behind the policy, 
Balfour Beatty is concerned that the evidence base for the Draft New London Plan does not support the specific 50% affordable housing 
target. In addition to the London Plan Viability Study (December 2017), which wrongly assumed that all public sector land will be able to 
support 50% affordable housing due to low benchmark land values, the policy also does not take into account that public sector organisations 
rely on value released through disposals in order to allow them to reinvest in critical public infrastructure projects. Ideally public sector land 
should be treated the same as land in any other ownership, and at the very least, a mechanism should be included in the policy to allow public 
sector organisations to set out cases for exemptions from the proposed higher 50% affordable housing target where it can be demonstrated 
that there is a need to release value to fund infrastructure. We accept that the 50% is a threshold that will be tested through viability. However, 
this in itself creates uncertainty that can frustrate surplus land from coming forward for much need housing development. Policy H6 - 
Threshold approach to applications We believe that the proposed threshold approach is too rigid. Balfour Beatty is concerned by the 
requirement of proposed Policy H6 B3 that, as the initial position through the threshold approach, 50% of housing delivered on industrial land 
should be affordable. Any difference between benchmark land values and residual values for schemes including housing on industrial land is 
likely to be significantly eroded by abnormal costs, such as remediation and mitigation needed due to proximity to industrial uses. Whilst the 
viability study allocates an abnormal cost allowance of £183 per square metre, Paragraph 5.6.13 acknowledges that abnormal ‘costs are not 
generic across all development in London but are often encountered and they also can vary significantly in scale between sites’ and that the 
‘figure is an average cost only and may over or under-estimate the actual costs on individual schemes depending on the specific site 
conditions.’ Given the above, Balfour Beatty believes that the approach should be tightened, given the specific challenges faced in relation to 
industrial sites. The approach that has been taken has led to inaccurate conclusions about the ability of industrial site to support affordable 
housing, which could result in delays to or even prevent the delivery of housing. Balfour Beatty’s concerns expressed above in relation to 
proposed Policy H5 are also reiterated in relation to the requirement, as the initial position through the threshold approach, for 50% affordable 
housing on public sector land. We believe that the threshold approach should set 35% affordable housing as the initial position regardless of 
ownership, existing use or the designation of the land as a better way of delivering the significant amount of affordable housing London needs. 
In fact, the need for the development of public sector land to release funding for infrastructure and the significant costs associated with 
unlocking industrial land would lend reason to a case for a lower threshold being applied to such sites. In relation to proposed threshold 

approach, Balfour Beatty believes that this may be to rigid. While we understand the rationale in proposed Policy H6 E2b for late stage viability reviews, this measure, where only 75% of units have been sold or let, is no guarantee of developer profit being achieved. This uncertainty will in our experience impact upon the ability to secure necessary funding for developments to proceed. As such Balfour Beatty urges the Mayor to confirm that the occurrence of such a review will be subject to the developer having achieved its targeted metrics. Furthermore, clarification would be welcomed over if this requirement for a fixed timescale or in perpetuity. Policy H10 - Redevelopment of existing housing and estate regeneration Balfour Beatty acknowledges the challenges in delivering long and complex estate regeneration schemes. These schemes must improve the quality of life for residents, whilst also contributing to wider housing provision. Proposed Policy H10 C for affordable housing to be replaced on an equivalent basis and the delivery of additional affordable housing to be maximised may pose challenges for some schemes. We urge the Mayor to consider the inclusion of an exception whereby a reduced percentage of new affordable housing is required where Estate Regeneration programmes call for substantial additional public infrastructure which requires cross-subsidy from private income. Without this, the affordable housing requirements for estate renewal schemes could prevent the delivery of infrastructure that would be funded by private sales and the introduction of private tenures that would create balanced communities. This is especially concerning as estate regeneration is often only marginally viable. Policy H13 - Build to Rent The policy recognition of BtR, which can contribute significantly to the delivery of new homes, within the New Draft London Plan is welcome. However, affordable housing requirements will impact on the ability of BtR to be offered at discounted rents on the basis of the efficiencies that can be achieved and do not take account of the ways in which BtR is funded. Indeed, the London Plan Viability Study (December 2017) shows that viability for BtR housing is more challenging that for sales housing, which reflects that fact that BtR schemes are often funded differently. Generally, a careful balance must be struck between requirements for the amount of affordable housing and the level of the discount on market rent. A large amount of affordable housing, for example, is likely to mean that the level of discount to market rent will not be as high. We also welcome the proposal that affordable housing in Build to Rent schemes, as set out in proposed Policy H13 A, can be solely Discount Market Rent. While the policy expresses a preference for such homes to be set at London Living Rent level, it would be more suitable to allow applicants and boroughs to determine the most appropriate rental levels that reflect both local need and the viability of the scheme, and the Draft New London Plan should not be prescriptive in this respect. As it is currently written, proposed Policy H13 B2 does not understand how covenants work in the BtR sector. BtR providers will have a covenant applied by the developer; boroughs seek to apply their own covenants and the Draft New London Plan is also seeking to apply a covenant. Balfour Beatty believes that the Mayor should consider reviewing the approach to covenants with providers. In an immature market with few BtR schemes having been delivered, the data that is currently available in the London Plan Viability Study (December 2017) is not robust enough to support proposed Policy H13’s affordable housing position. The initial position through the threshold approach, that 35% of housing delivered as part of BtR schemes should be affordable, will undeniably set an expectation in London, as with sales housing. This in our view is counter intuitive and could jeopardise the growth of the sector and housing delivery. Specialist older persons housing Policy H15 - Specialist older persons housing Balfour Beatty welcomes recognition of the importance of specialist older people’s housing, which will become increasingly important with an ageing population and help to free up family homes. However, we believe the Draft New London Plan’s definition of C2 is too narrow. Age restricted ‘sheltered accommodation’ and ‘extra care accommodation’ should not be defined as Use Class C3. All Londoners would benefit from a classification of Use Class C2 for all types of housing for older people. This would incentivise increased delivery, with follow-on benefits for the wider property market. The introduction of the threshold approach, as set out in proposed Policy H6, could impact on viability. The London Plan Viability Study (December 2017) shows that viability for specialist older persons housing is more challenging than for general needs housing. If the Mayor is to achieve his target of 4,000 specialist homes a year their provision needs to be encouraged. Purpose Built Student Housing Policy H17 - Purpose-built student accommodation London’s student population is critical to London’s economy in both making an important contribution towards housing supply and to supporting London’s position as the global leader in higher education. Balfour Beatty therefore supports the recognition in paragraph 4.17.1 of the contribution that student housing can make towards meeting London’s overall housing need and, specifically, that it will be recognised as contributing towards meeting borough housing targets, at a ratio of three beds per single home. It also supports the provision of 3,500 bed spaces per annum across London, as identified in paragraph 4.17.2. That this requirement is a minimum figure and more can be accommodated should be confirmed. The confirmation in paragraph 4.17.12 regarding the temporary use of student accommodation is also welcome. This will provide much needed short-term accommodation within London. This support is based on the assumption that there is no affordability requirement in relation to any temporary uses. However, we do not support the requirement of proposed Policy H17 A3, that PBSA providers must secure occupation agreements with HEIs prior to the receipt of planning. Most HEIs are either unable or unwilling to commit to a scheme at such an early stage in the development process. Therefore, this limits the provision of PBSA to only the largest HEIs, which are more likely have the considerable resources and capacity required to be able to commit prior to the submission of a planning application. We believe that this policy is too restrictive and could harm the delivery of PBSA and increase the pressure on general needs housing. Indeed, no evidence has been made available in support of the Draft New London Plan that demonstrates engagement with HEIs or their support for this requirement. In relation to the requirement in proposed Policy H17 A4, for 35% of PBSA bedrooms to be ‘affordable student accommodation’, we believe that this will limit the amount of development. The evidence base for this requirement, set out in London Plan Viability Study (December 2017), appears to be very limited, with only two schemes having been tested. The existing policy on PBSA was only adopted two years ago in the Further Alterations to the London Plan (2015) and it seems that changes to this policy position are being advanced without proper knowledge of how the existing policy is working on the ground, especially in terms of their impact on development viability. The impact of this will, in our view, be counterintuitive in delivering more affordable PBSA by way of restricting supply that will more than certainly push up rents on existing accommodation. Furthermore, there are no established provisions to ensure that PBSA rooms that are designated as affordable will be properly managed and occupied by those students who are most disadvantaged financially. Commercial workspace Policy E3 - Affordable workspace: Balfour Beatty supports the provision of workspace for SMEs, start-up businesses, and the creative and cultural sectors. However, proposed Policy E3 could result in significant unintended consequences for London’s economy. An affordable workspace policy could prevent the delivery of development. The introduction of a subsidised workspace policy will have an impact on the viability of commercial development causing a market distortion. By adding another layer of cost, it has the potential to reinforce the existing problem of market cycles. If the cost of development rises too high relative to value or the potential value decreases relative to cost, then attraction of undertaking speculative development is reduced. London Plan Viability Study (December 2017), at Paragraph 16, states that ‘the inclusion of affordable workspace makes little difference to viability in most cases’. This statement is not inaccurate. The GLA’s viability appraisal has only tested the provision of 10% of the floorspace at 80% of the market rent and has not reflected the costs of providing separate self-contained offices which will be under separate occupation and most likely management. This policy could potentially reduce the overall supply pipeline and therefore place rents under upward pressure, reversing the very objective that the policy set put to achieve. Many developers are already delivering affordable workspace voluntarily, through flexibility in lease terms, rather than subsidised rent and recognising the social and economic benefits of doing so. Therefore, this policy should be deleted. Protected Industrial Land Policy E5 - Strategic Industrial Locations (SIL) Balfour Beatty supports the encouragement of intensification, co-location and substitution within SILs. SILs should be proactively managed through the development plan process and with the policy’s provisions to make more efficient use of land in SILs. Policy E6 - Locally Significant Industrial Sites Balfour Beatty supports the encouragement of intensification, co-location and substitution within LSISs. These designations should be based on evidence in strategic and local demand assessments and that authorities should set out range of industrial and related uses that are acceptable in LSIS including, where appropriate, hybrid or flexible B1c/B2/B8 suitable for SMEs. Policy E7 - Intensification, co-location and substitution of land for industry, logistics and services to support London's economic function Balfour Beatty supports the introduction of more detailed policies that allow for the co-location of residential uses on SIL/LSIS through the intensification of existing uses. London Boroughs are already embracing this step change in policy as the recent approval of Barratt and Segro’s scheme in Hillingdon shows. This provides 21,000 sqm of industrial space and 1,300 new homes at the former Nestle site in Hayes, and shows that such proposals are capable of being acceptable. However, the Draft New London Plan should acknowledge that this policy approach may not be suitable or deliverable for all sites. Further research should be undertaken by the GLA to determine the types of location or conditions where it may be achievable. With this in mind the intensification, co-location and substitution should be allowed to take place through planning decisions, as well as the plan-led process to allow a flexible approach to delivery of these objectives.Page:Policy H5 Delivering affordable housingSection:N/APolicy H5 – Delivery of affordable housing While we recognise that the delivery of affordable housing across public sector land portfolios is a key priority for the Mayor, and while we support the principle behind the policy, Balfour Beatty is concerned that the evidence base for the Draft New London Plan does not support the specific 50% affordable housing target. In addition to the London Plan Viability Study (December 2017), which wrongly assumed that all public sector land will be able to support 50% affordable housing due to low benchmark land values, the policy also does not take into account that public sector organisations rely on value released through disposals in order to allow them to reinvest in critical public infrastructure projects. Ideally public sector land should be treated the same as land in any other ownership, and at the very least, a mechanism should be included in the policy to allow public sector organisations to set out cases for exemptions from the proposed higher 50% affordable housing target where it can be demonstrated that there is a need to release value to fund infrastructure. We accept that the 50% is a threshold that will be tested through viability. However, this in itself creates uncertainty that can frustrate surplus land from coming forward for much need housing development.Page:Policy H6 Threshold approach to applicationsSection:N/APolicy H6 - Threshold approach to applications We believe that the proposed threshold approach is too rigid. Balfour Beatty is concerned by the requirement of proposed Policy H6 B3 that, as the initial position through the threshold approach, 50% of housing delivered on industrial land should be affordable. Any difference between benchmark land values and residual values for schemes including housing on industrial land is likely to be significantly eroded by abnormal costs, such as remediation and mitigation needed due to proximity to industrial uses. Whilst the viability study allocates an abnormal cost allowance of £183 per square metre, Paragraph 5.6.13 acknowledges that abnormal ‘costs are not generic across all development in London but are often encountered and they also can vary significantly in scale between sites’ and that the ‘figure is an average cost only and may over or under-estimate the actual costs on individual schemes depending on the specific site conditions.’ Given the above, Balfour Beatty believes that the approach should be tightened, given the specific challenges faced in relation to industrial sites. The approach that has been taken has led to inaccurate conclusions about the ability of industrial site to support affordable housing, which could result in delays to or even prevent the delivery of housing. Balfour Beatty’s concerns expressed above in relation to proposed Policy H5 are also reiterated in relation to the requirement, as the initial position through the threshold approach, for 50% affordable housing on public sector land. We believe that the threshold approach should set 35% affordable housing as the initial position regardless of ownership, existing use or the designation of the land as a better way of delivering the significant amount of affordable housing London needs. In fact, the need for the development of public sector land to release funding for infrastructure and the significant costs associated with unlocking industrial land would lend reason to a case for a lower threshold being applied to such sites. In relation to proposed threshold approach, Balfour Beatty believes that this may be to rigid. While we understand the rationale in proposed Policy H6 E2b for late stage viability reviews, this measure, where only 75% of units have been sold or let, is no guarantee of developer profit being achieved. This uncertainty will in our experience impact upon the ability to secure necessary funding for developments to proceed. As such Balfour Beatty urges the Mayor to confirm that the occurrence of such a review will be subject to the developer having achieved its targeted metrics. Furthermore, clarification would be welcomed over if this requirement for a fixed timescale or in perpetuity.Page:Policy H10 Redevelopment of existing housing and estate regenerationSection:N/APolicy H10 - Redevelopment of existing housing and estate regeneration Balfour Beatty acknowledges the challenges in delivering long and complex estate regeneration schemes. These schemes must improve the quality of life for residents, whilst also contributing to wider housing provision. Proposed Policy H10 C for affordable housing to be replaced on an equivalent basis and the delivery of additional affordable housing to be maximised may pose challenges for some schemes. We urge the Mayor to consider the inclusion of an exception whereby a reduced percentage of new affordable housing is required where Estate Regeneration programmes call for substantial additional public infrastructure which requires cross-subsidy from private income. Without this, the affordable housing requirements for estate renewal schemes could prevent the delivery of infrastructure that would be funded by private sales and the introduction of private tenures that would create balanced communities. This is especially concerning as estate regeneration is often only marginally viablePage:Policy H13 Build to RentSection:N/APolicy H13 - Build to Rent The policy recognition of BtR, which can contribute significantly to the delivery of new homes, within the New Draft London Plan is welcome. However, affordable housing requirements will impact on the ability of BtR to be offered at discounted rents on the basis of the efficiencies that can be achieved and do not take account of the ways in which BtR is funded. Indeed, the London Plan Viability Study (December 2017) shows that viability for BtR housing is more challenging that for sales housing, which reflects that fact that BtR schemes are often funded differently. Generally, a careful balance must be struck between requirements for the amount of affordable housing and the level of the discount on market rent. A large amount of affordable housing, for example, is likely to mean that the level of discount to market rent will not be as high. We also welcome the proposal that affordable housing in Build to Rent schemes, as set out in proposed Policy H13 A, can be solely Discount Market Rent. While the policy expresses a preference for such homes to be set at London Living Rent level, it would be more suitable to allow applicants and boroughs to determine the most appropriate rental levels that reflect both local need and the viability of the scheme, and the Draft New London Plan should not be prescriptive in this respect. As it is currently written, proposed Policy H13 B2 does not understand how covenants work in the BtR sector. BtR providers will have a covenant applied by the developer; boroughs seek to apply their own covenants and the Draft New London Plan is also seeking to apply a covenant. Balfour Beatty believes that the Mayor should consider reviewing the approach to covenants with providers. In an immature market with few BtR schemes having been delivered, the data that is currently available in the London Plan Viability Study (December 2017) is not robust enough to support proposed Policy H13’s affordable housing position. The initial position through the threshold approach, that 35% of housing delivered as part of BtR schemes should be affordable, will undeniably set an expectation in London, as with sales housing. This in our view is counter intuitive and could jeopardise the growth of the sector and housing delivery.Page:Policy H17 Purpose-built student accommodationSection:N/APurpose Built Student Housing Policy H17 - Purpose-built student accommodation London’s student population is critical to London’s economy in both making an important contribution towards housing supply and to supporting London’s position as the global leader in higher education. Balfour Beatty therefore supports the recognition in paragraph 4.17.1 of the contribution that student housing can make towards meeting London’s overall housing need and, specifically, that it will be recognised as contributing towards meeting borough housing targets, at a ratio of three beds per single home. It also supports the provision of 3,500 bed spaces per annum across London, as identified in paragraph 4.17.2. That this requirement is a minimum figure and more can be accommodated should be confirmed. The confirmation in paragraph 4.17.12 regarding the temporary use of student accommodation is also welcome. This will provide much needed short-term accommodation within London. This support is based on the assumption that there is no affordability requirement in relation to any temporary uses.However, we do not support the requirement of proposed Policy H17 A3, that PBSA providers must secure occupation agreements with HEIs prior to the receipt of planning. Most HEIs are either unable or unwilling to commit to a scheme at such an early stage in the development process. Therefore, this limits the provision of PBSA to only the largest HEIs, which are more likely have the considerable resources and capacity required to be able to commit prior to the submission of a planning application. We believe that this policy is too restrictive and could harm the delivery of PBSA and increase the pressure on general needs housing. Indeed, no evidence has been made available in support of the Draft New London Plan that demonstrates engagement with HEIs or their support for this requirement. In relation to the requirement in proposed Policy H17 A4, for 35% of PBSA bedrooms to be ‘affordable student accommodation’, we believe that this will limit the amount of development. The evidence base for this requirement, set out in London Plan Viability Study (December 2017), appears to be very limited, with only two schemes having been tested. The existing policy on PBSA was only adopted two years ago in the Further Alterations to the London Plan (2015) and it seems that changes to this policy position are being advanced without proper knowledge of how the existing policy is working on the ground, especially in terms of their impact on development viability. The impact of this will, in our view, be counterintuitive in delivering more affordable PBSA by way of restricting supply that will more than certainly push up rents on existing accommodation. Furthermore, there are no established provisions to ensure that PBSA rooms that are designated as affordable will be properly managed and occupied by those students who are most disadvantaged financially.Page:Policy H15 Specialist older persons housingSection:N/ASpecialist older persons housing Policy H15 - Specialist older persons housing Balfour Beatty welcomes recognition of the importance of specialist older people’s housing, which will become increasingly important with an ageing population and help to free up family homes. However, we believe the Draft New London Plan’s definition of C2 is too narrow. Age restricted ‘sheltered accommodation’ and ‘extra care accommodation’ should not be defined as Use Class C3. All Londoners would benefit from a classification of Use Class C2 for all types of housing for older people. This would incentivise increased delivery, with follow-on benefits for the wider property market. The introduction of the threshold approach, as set out in proposed Policy H6, could impact on viability. The London Plan Viability Study (December 2017) shows that viability for specialist older persons housing is more challenging than for general needs housing. If the Mayor is to achieve his target of 4,000 specialist homes a year their provision needs to be encouraged.Page:Policy E3 Affordable workspaceSection:N/ACommercial workspace Policy E3 - Affordable workspace: Balfour Beatty supports the provision of workspace for SMEs, start-up businesses, and the creative and cultural sectors. However, proposed Policy E3 could result in significant unintended consequences for London’s economy. An affordable workspace policy could prevent the delivery of development. The introduction of a subsidised workspace policy will have an impact on the viability of commercial development causing a market distortion. By adding another layer of cost, it has the potential to reinforce the existing problem of market cycles. If the cost of development rises too high relative to value or the potential value decreases relative to cost, then attraction of undertaking speculative development is reduced. London Plan Viability Study (December 2017), at Paragraph 16, states that ‘the inclusion of affordable workspace makes little difference to viability in most cases’. This statement is not inaccurate. The GLA’s viability appraisal has only tested the provision of 10% of the floorspace at 80% of the market rent and has not reflected the costs of providing separate self-contained offices which will be under separate occupation and most likely management. This policy could potentially reduce the overall supply pipeline and therefore place rents under upward pressure, reversing the very objective that the policy set put to achieve. Many developers are already delivering affordable workspace voluntarily, through flexibility in lease terms, rather than subsidised rent and recognising the social and economic benefits of doing so. Therefore, this policy should be deleted.Page:Policy E7 Intensification, co-location and substitution of land for industry, logistics and services to support London's economic functionSection:N/APolicy E7 - Intensification, co-location and substitution of land for industry, logistics and services to support London's economic function Balfour Beatty supports the introduction of more detailed policies that allow for the co-location of residential uses on SIL/LSIS through the intensification of existing uses. London Boroughs are already embracing this step change in policy as the recent approval of Barratt and Segro’s scheme in Hillingdon shows. This provides 21,000 sqm of industrial space and 1,300 new homes at the former Nestle site in Hayes, and shows that such proposals are capable of being acceptable. However, the Draft New London Plan should acknowledge that this policy approach may not be suitable or deliverable for all sites. Further research should be undertaken by the GLA to determine the types of location or conditions where it may be achievable. With this in mind the intensification, co-location and substitution should be allowed to take place through planning decisions, as well as the plan-led process to allow a flexible approach to delivery of these objectives.Page:Policy E6 Locally Significant Industrial SitesSection:N/APolicy E6 - Locally Significant Industrial Sites Balfour Beatty supports the encouragement of intensification, co-location and substitution within LSISs. These designations should be based on evidence in strategic and local demand assessments and that authorities should set out range of industrial and related uses that are acceptable in LSIS including, where appropriate, hybrid or flexible B1c/B2/B8 suitable for SMEsPage:Policy E5 Strategic Industrial Locations (SIL)Section:N/AProtected Industrial Land Policy E5 - Strategic Industrial Locations (SIL) Balfour Beatty supports the encouragement of intensification, co-location and substitution within SILs. SILs should be proactively managed through the development plan process and with the policy’s provisions to make more efficient use of land in SILs
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