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SCALE 1:100

PROPOSED EAST ELEVATION - SMALL COURTYARD1

P R E C E D E N T  I M A G E S  -  S H O P  F R O N T  D E V E L O P M E N T M AT E R I A L  PA L E T T E 

Brick type 1 - red shades

Proprietary bronze PPC 

aluminium glazing system

Bronze coloured standing seam 

panel

M AT E R I A L  D E S C R I P T I O N : 

1. FACADE FINISH - BRICK WORK
Brick type 1: red shades

2. FACADE FINISH - BRICK WORK
Brick type 2 - grey shades 

3. FACADE FINISH - BRICK WORK
Brick type 3 - buff shades

4. FACADE FINISH - BRICK WORK
Brick type 4 - white shades

5. FACADE FINISH - BRICK WORK
To match existing

6. FACADE FINISH - BRICK WORK (HEADER COURSE)
Brick type 1: red shades

7. FACADE FINISH - BRICK WORK (HEADER COURSE)
Brick type 3: buff shades

8. FACADE FINISH - BRICK WORK (HEADER COURSE)
Brick type 4: white shades

9. FACADE FINISH - BRICK WORK
Glazed bricks (as shown)

10. FACADE FINISH - STANDING SEAM CLADDING
Bronze coloured metal panel

11. DOOR FINISH 
Proprietary grey louvred double door with solid top panel

12. BALUSTRADES
Painted metal

13. WINDOW FINISH
Proprietary PPC aluminium glazing system 
(bronze,white or grey as shown)

14. DOOR FINISH 
Proprietary bronze PPC aluminium glazing system

15. DOOR FINISH - SHOP FRONT
Timber framed glazing system (profile to match historic 
detail)

16. DOOR FINISH
Proprietary bronze PPC aluminium system, glazed door

17. DOOR FINISH
Perforated bronze PPC aluminium system

18. PARAPET - COPING 
Portland stone coping with weathering 

19. TOTEM
Bronze coloured screen with singage

20. GATEWAY ARCH
Bronze coloured entrance metal gateway with lettering

21. WINDOWHEAD TREATMENT
      Painted Concrete : red shades

22. WINDOWHEAD TREATMENT
      Painted Concrete : white shades

23. WINDOWHEAD TREATMENT
      Painted Concrete : grey shades

24. SLAB EDGE TREATMENT
      Precast ribbed band : red shades
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22 400

Historic image C1893 Historic image C1980

Brick type 3 - buff shades
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Meeting held with Conservation Officer Elisabetta Tonazzi (ET) 21.06.24 
– notes as follows:

1.	 Opening up has shown three elements here which differ from the 
assumed condition when the scheme was submitted, photo as fig. 
61: 

•	 The ground floor is rendered blockwork and not bwk. 
•	 Two columns, aligning with those to the High Road elevation 

have been found within the depth of the rear wall. 
•	 The upper floor windows are not in their original locations which 

can be seen following some sample render removal trials. 

2.	 ET explained that the design should change to incorporate the 
features which have been uncovered. 

3.	 ET acknowledged that there is generally less information available 
to inform the composition of the rear elevations and encouraged 
a creative response which would relate to the new context and 
proposed courtyard. 

4.	 ET suggested the new design should retain the overall proportions 
as far as possible and avoid rendering the rear facade for the ease of 
maintenance. 

5.	 ET agreed that the proposed balconies were largely at odds with the 
existing heritage features but that some outlook to the courtyard 
should be retained. 

6.	 Further render removal trials needed to understand the original 
window locations (since completed).

The proposals respond to these comments and the design has been 
revised as follows: 

1.	 Render omitted, proposal is for a fully brick built elevation.
2.	 Existing columns built into the design with recessed glazed entrance 

doors and side/fanlights.
3.	 Balconies changed to Juliette type features so as not to compete 

with the heritage elements of the facade but allow for full height 
doors opening onto the courtyard.

4.	 Existing windows locations reopened where practicable.

B Columns uncovered

3.0

3 . 2

36P R I N T W O R K S  S T U D E N T  A C C O M M O D A T I O N  |  D E S I G N  A N D  A C C E S S  S TAT E M E N T  A D D E N D U M



F ig  u re   6 8 .   Consented Scheme - L00 Plan F ig  u re   6 9 .   Proposed Scheme - L00 Plan

N
O

. 8
27

N
O

. 8
29

N
O

. 8
23

 -
 8

25
N

O
. 8

21
N

O
. 8

19

H I G H  R O A D  R E A R  E L E VA T I O N

3 . 3 	 P L A N S

UP

UP

1000

3.000

40.000

31.000

1
2
3

H
 I 

G
 H

   
R

 O
 A

 D

B R U N S W I C K   S Q U A R E

819 HR 
Entrance 

821 HR 
Entrance 

825 HR 
Entrance 

N
O

. 8
19

N
O

. 8
21

N
O

. 8
23

 - 
82

5
N

O
. 8

27
N

O
. 8

29

Notes:

Further opening up works and investigation will be required to existing 
structures, drawings are indicitive and will require development for later 
stages.

Structural - For design, detailing and setting out of structural elements 
refer to Structural Engineers drawings.

Services - For design, detailing and setting out of services both above and 
below ground, including power, water, SVP's, RWP's, electrics, comms, life 
safety etc refer to MEP Engineers and Structural Engineers drawings

Finishes/ Types - For wall, floor and roof type build-up's refer to 20 series 
drawings, for details and strip sections refer to 21 series drawings

Landscaping - For plant, planters, lighting and finishes etc refer to 
Landscape Architecs and MEP details and specification

Man safe layouts indicative only

PV layout and amount indicative only

FF&E - Internal fittings and furniture layouts based on Flagstaffe 
specifications, indicative only and subject to design development and 
coordination
FF&E subject to chosen manufacturer design and specification. As-built 
room internal dimensions to be checked before production starts.

Ceiling clear voids subject to cluster development and MEP coordination.

All Information on this drawing must be read in conjunction with the relevant 
series and specification.

NORTH

S4 - Suitable for stage approval

Except for Planning purposes, figured dimensions only are to 
be taken from this drawing.
All dimensions are in millimetres unless otherwise stated.
All dimensions shall be checked on site prior to works 
commencing. 
Any discrepancies shall be reported to the Architect.
© Copyright F3 Architects. All rights reserved.
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Health and Safety

This drawing is copyright and owned by F3 Architects and Interiors LLP and is for use on this site only 
unless contractually stated otherwise.

DO NOT SCALE this drawing (printed or electonic versions). Contractors must check all dimensions on 
site.

All other design team elements, where indicated have been imported from the consultant's drawings and 
reference should be made to the individual consultant's drawings for exact setting out, size and type of 
component.

Discrepancies and / or ambiguities within this drawing, between it and information given elsewhere, must 
be reported immediately to the architect for clarification before proceeding. 

All works are to be carried out in accodance with the latest British Standards and Codes of Practice 
unless specifically directed in the specification.

Responsibility for the reproduction of this drawing in any format, lies with the recipient to check that all 
information has been replicated in full and is correct when compared to the original paper or electronic 
image. Graphical representations of equipment on this drawing are approximations only. Please refer to 
specifications and / or details for actual sizes and / or specific contractor construction information.

This original document is issued for the purpose indicated in the title block and contains information of a 
confidential nature. Further copies and circulation will be strictly in accordance with the confidentiality 
agreement under the contract. This original must be destroyed or returned to the originator.

SAFETY, HEALTH AND ENVIRONMENTAL INFORMATION

It is assumed that all works on this drawing will be carried out by a competant contractor, working where 
appropriate to an approved method statement.

Levels shown have been interpolated from a topographical survey received from a third party and F3 
Architects do no warrantee the accuracy of that information. It is the responsibility of the Main Contractor 
to check all information contained within this drawing prior to work being carried out. Any discrepancies 
or ambiguities within this drawing, between it and the existing site, must be reported immediately to the 
Design Team before proceeding. The boundary redline shown is indicative.

Refer to relevant Construction (Design and Management) documentation where applicable. The Contractor 
shall plan, manage and monitor the works inclusive of temporary erection stability. Any works that are 
found to be unstable in the temporary state are to be reported directly to the structural engineer and Main 
Contractor/ Package Manager in order to provide safe temporary support. Check on site prior to 
commencement of works/fabrication etc.
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London Plan policies 

Policy H16 Large-scale purpose-built shared living. 

Plan-making 

Planning authorities should use this guidance to inform site allocations where large-
scale purpose-built shared living (LSPBSL) is being considered and any broad 
locations or policies in development plan documents that relate to LSPBSL. 

Planning application type and how the London Plan Guidance 
(LPG) will be applied 

This guidance provides direction and recommended benchmarks for the design and 
assessment of all applications with LSPBSL. Some aspects may also be relevant to 
some larger proposals for houses in multiple occupation (HMOs), with more than 20 
bedspaces. 

Who is this guidance for?  

This guidance is for planning authorities to assess planning applications with 
LSPBSL. 

This guidance should also be used by developers, architects and designers to 
design and manage LSBPSL developments.  

4 .1
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1 Introduction 

1.1 About this document 

1.1.1 This document provides guidance to support London Plan Policy H16.  

1.2 What is large-scale purpose-built shared living? 

1.2.1 Large-scale purpose-built shared living (LSPBSL), also referred to as co-
living, is a type of non-self-contained housing that is generally made up of at 
least 50 private individual rooms and communal spaces, and facilities. 

1.2.2 LSPBSL differs from other housing types, including the following: 

• Self-contained housing (use class C3), because there is an emphasis on 
communal living. Large-scale shared dining, recreation and (sometimes) 
workspaces are provided to offset private individual units that are smaller 
than the minimum internal space standards set out in table 3.1 of the 
London Plan. 

• HMOs, due to the size of the developments and the extent of communal 
spaces and facilities. 

• Hotels (use class C1) and hostels (sui generis), due to the requirement 
for minimum tenancies of no less than three months.  

• Residential institutions (use class C2), as there is no significant element 
of care or training provided.  

• Student accommodation, as this has a focus on student needs, links with 
universities and the provision of specific ‘affordable student 
accommodation’ as required by the London Plan. Notwithstanding 
paragraph 4.15.5 of the London Plan, any product designed and 
marketed for students should be prepared in line with Policy H15.  

1.2.3 LSPBSL generally provides accommodation for single-person households 
who cannot, or choose not to, live in self-contained homes or HMOs. This 
accommodation type may be used on a transitional basis until residents find 
suitable longer-term housing. Whilst LSPBSL provides an additional housing 
option for some people, due to the unique offer of this accommodation type it 
does not meet minimum housing standards and is therefore not considered 
to meet the ongoing needs of households in London.1 

 

1 Recognising however, that LSPBSL contributes an element of housing choice, it is 
counted towards housing supply on a ratio of 1.8:1 basis as per London Plan Policy 
H1 paragraph 4.1.9 
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1.2.4 For this reason, LSPBSL cannot be considered an affordable housing 
product. It does not provide accommodation suitable for households in need 
of genuinely affordable housing, including families.  

2 Planning for LSPBSL development 

2.1 Locational and access considerations for LSPBSL 
development 

2.1.1 To meet the requirements of London Plan Policy H16 (part A3), LSPBSL 
development should be: 

a. located in well-connected, well-served areas. The site-specific context 
of a proposed LSPBSL development should be considered in terms of 
the quality and ease of access to the public transport; active travel 
options; and the proximity to wider amenities and facilities in the area. 
Areas that are likely to be more suitable for LSPBSL include:  

i. the Central Activities Zone (CAZ) and Inner London Opportunity 
Areas 

ii. Metropolitan and Major town centres 
iii. all areas of PTAL 5 or 6 and Inner London PTAL 4 
iv. other town centres with high or medium growth potential (see 

Annex 1 of the London Plan). 
b. car-free and not contribute to car dependency, as per London Plan 

Policy T6(B). This will partly be achieved through the location types set 
out above. The mix of uses incorporated in a development can also 
help to increase the needs (including employment) that are met locally 
without requiring a car. Attention to the safety and inclusiveness of the 
adjoining public realm through its design and management will also be 
an important consideration (see section 3, below), as will servicing and 
deliveries (see section 5, below).  

2.1.2 These locations may be refined further by Local Plans according to their 
wider spatial and housing strategies.  

2.2 Contributing positively to well-designed, mixed and inclusive 
neighbourhoods 

2.2.1 LSPBSL developments should be located and designed to contribute 
positively to the character of the area; and the creation of mixed and 
inclusive neighbourhoods.  

2.2.2 To inform this, local planning authorities should draw on characterisation 
studies and their design-led approach to optimising site capacity (see 
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policies D1 and D3 of the London Plan, and the Optimising Site Capacity: A 
Design-led Approach LPG).  

2.2.3 Locationally, at the neighbourhood level, contribution to mixed and inclusive 
objectives requires attention to housing mix – both onsite and in the wider 
area, including in delivery terms. 
LSPBSL can impact upon neighbourhood housing mix positively and 
negatively: 

a. LSPBSL can positively disperse this type of development away from 
any emerging clusters; or add to housing mix where it is lacking.  

b. It may be more negative where there are emerging concentrations of 
this or similar accommodation relative to conventional housing. Such 
concentrations may be spatial (particularly at neighbourhood scale) or 
as a proportion of housing delivery. In these cases, LSPBSL may be 
considered to be ‘crowding out’ conventional housing schemes, 
affecting the ability to meet a range of needs. 

2.2.4 Ideally, Local Plans should identify where spatial or delivery concentrations 
of LSPBSL (relative to conventional housing) may be emerging and 
impacting on the ability to ensure mixed and inclusive neighbourhoods. This 
information could be used to develop spatial policies, or to indicate the 
significance of neighbourhood or pipeline housing mix in decision-making.  

2.2.5 In areas where demand for LSPBSL is likely to be particularly high, and this 
could have a negative impact on creating mixed and inclusive 
neighbourhoods, local planning authorities may, with appropriate evidence: 
introduce a local policy framework that limits the number of developments or 
units within a defined area; ensure separation; or focus LSPBSL in specific 
places. More positively, they can identify areas where LSPBSL could be 
beneficial as part of the housing mix. Any such policy should be sufficiently 
flexible to ensure any limits are not applied arbitrarily.  

2.2.6 However, in the absence of a Local Plan policy, London Plan Policy H16 
A(2) provides scope for Local Planning Authorities (LPAs) to consider the 
impact of LSPBSL on mixed and inclusive neighbourhoods on a case by 
case basis. This should be supported with appropriate monitoring and 
engagement evidence.  

2.2.7 LPAs should also consider housing size mix (see Policy H10(A)) and the 
provision of onsite affordable housing (see Policy H4(B)) as part of this 
matter. On larger sites, particularly where opportunities to provide a mix of 
sizes and tenures within the borough or area are constrained, it may be 
appropriate to seek blocks of conventional C3 housing in addition to 
LSPBSL. 

2.2.8 In addition to broader spatial strategy and housing capacity considerations, 
when considering these aspects of LSPBSL development, local planning 
authorities should draw on: 
a. information about existing and emerging housing mix by area  
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b. information about the cumulative impact on services and infrastructure of 
existing LSPBSL and other similar housing products such as purpose-
built student accommodation (PBSA) 

c. an understanding of local housing delivery issues and the positive or 
negative role LSPBSL is playing, or could play, in the area, and how any 
restrictions might affect this 

d. an understanding of local housing rental markets (including Build to Rent, 
HMO and purpose-built student accommodation demand and supply) and 
pressures that may be alleviated by LSPBSL development. 

2.2.9 Once in-principle locational issues have been resolved, wider infrastructure 
impacts arising from the scale of the development should also be considered 
and addressed. This should ensure that the proposed LSPBSL development 
does not adversely affect the inclusive nature of a neighbourhood by 
affecting the ability of any residents to access the infrastructure they need. 

3 Design quality 

3.1 Integrating LSBPSL into the neighbourhood 

3.1.1 LSPBSL development should positively integrate with its surroundings as 
part of ensuring good-quality design, in turn contributing positively to mixed 
and inclusive neighbourhoods (see policies H16 A(2) D1 and D3 of the 
London Plan, and the Optimising Site Capacity: A Design-led Approach 
LPG). 

3.1.2 LSPBSL should: 
a. ensure active uses and public amenities are designed and located to 

activate the street; and public amenities on the ground floor should front 
the street or public realm 

b. avoid inclusion of any blank walls, dense vegetative screening or other 
design elements that visually segregate the development from the local 
surroundings or vice versa should be avoided, unless mitigation against 
external factors such as noise or air quality is required 

c. be encouraged to include public amenities such as restaurants, bars and 
communal workspace; promote use of these by the surrounding local 
community; and make them available to residents at no extra cost  

d. ensure any employment-space uses complement and strengthen the 
local economy.  

3.1.3 The development should ensure the public realm is designed with different 
users in mind, including both residents and people in the surrounding 
communities who use wheelchairs or who have other mobility impairments. 
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3.1.4 Where necessary, improvements to the surrounding public realm should be 
achieved through planning obligations to ensure good connectivity through 
walking, cycling, green infrastructure and other streetscape elements. This 
should mitigate any crowding impacts that may arise at particular times from 
building access or egress.  

3.2 Inclusive building design 

3.2.1 The overall building design should have regard to the needs of people with a 
range of disabilities and impairments. Beyond wheelchair access, this could 
include the impacts of other mobility, sensory, dexterity and learning 
difficulties; and needs arising from particular mental health conditions. 
Design responses should consider the use of colour, light, soundproofing 
and way-finding; the ease of opening doors and windows; equipment/facility 
height; and space for wheelchair access and manoeuvres. 

3.3 Communal facilities – overview and inter-relationships 

3.3.1 As a minimum, communal facilities should enable all residents to:  

• cook, prepare and eat meals 

• relax and socialise, including with guests  

• work from home and 

• do laundry. 
3.3.2 Table 3.2, below, sets out the required and optional types of internal 

communal facilities that should be included in LSBPSL development. 
Recommended benchmarks for communal indoor space provision, and for 
the design of kitchens, dining spaces, laundry facilities, living rooms, lounges 
and workspaces, are set out below, at sections 3.4 to 3.9; and tables 3.1, 3.2 
and 3.3. These help to demonstrate ‘sufficiency’ as required by clause A (6) 
of Policy H16, and should relate to a maximum resident number2 (see 
paragraph 5.1.1, below).  

3.3.3 The recommended benchmarks are based on current best practice of 
operating LSPBSL developments. Some flexibility in the assessment of 
LSPBSL applications against these recommended benchmarks may be 
applied to the design, scale and provision of these facilities in consideration 
of the site’s location and context, or other scheme-specific factors where it is 
demonstrated that qualitatively good design outcomes are being achieved.  

3.3.4 The approach to internal and external communal areas should be design-
led, taking into consideration the composition of the different spaces, their 
interrelationships across the building and their use(s). Where bedroom sizes 

 
2 This may not match the unit number given that some larger rooms may be occupied 
by couples.  
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are smaller, it should be expected that a higher quantum of communal space 
is achieved to help offset this, though a balanced approach is preferred.  

3.3.5 Where possible, kitchen and dining spaces should be provided together, or 
close to each other; and should be adjoining, or adjacent to, external 
communal areas. This is to provide opportunities for outdoor dining, and to 
maximise the quality of this provision. 

3.3.6 Communal areas should be inclusive; well designed; adequately sized; well 
ventilated; conveniently accessed; and sufficient to meet the requirements of 
the anticipated number of residents. They should be designed for flexible 
use, so residents can feel a reasonable degree of autonomy and are 
enabled to develop a sense of community. There should be the potential for 
different ways of using the space over the course of a day or a week, and 
over time. Where appropriate, communal facilities should integrate with the 
public realm and external spaces. 

3.3.7 The design and location of the communal facilities should ensure equal 
opportunity for all and meet Policy D5 Inclusive design. This should include 
an adequate number of lifts; appropriately sized corridor spaces; and 
accessibility to all corridors, lifts, and internal and external spaces. 
Adaptability of communal spaces and associated facilities (e.g. table and 
counter height) will also be important, so that they can be altered to reflect 
diverse (and the potential for ever-changing) resident needs.  

3.3.8 Where other uses are included alongside the LSPBSL, the relevant policy 
and guidance for those uses should be addressed separately and in 
addition. For example, cycle parking for offices should not be counted toward 
provision of cycle parking for LSPBSL units. 

3.3.9 Provision of some public (non-resident) access to elements of the communal 
facilities is encouraged, to promote integration of the LSPBSL with the local 
area. This may be particularly appropriate for workspaces and facilities such 
as gyms and cafes.  

3.3.10 Facilities open to the public may count towards resident communal space 
requirements where they are integrated within the LSPBSL accommodation; 
managed integrally by the building’s manager; and accessible to residents at 
least 12 hours a day, and at least six days a week. 

Table 3.1 Recommended benchmarks of total internal communal amenity 
space provision (including the table 3.2 internal amenities as 
indicated in column 3) 

Number of residents Benchmarked internal amenity space  

Up to 100 4 sqm per resident 

Every additional resident from 101 to 400 3 sqm per additional resident 

Every additional resident from 401 2 sqm per additional resident 
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Table 3.2 Recommended benchmarks: Communal areas and facilities 

Communal area/facility Required by 
policy or 
optional 

Included in 
communal 
space 
requirement 
(table 3.1)? 

Benchmark  

Kitchen (section 3.4) Required Yes 0.5 sqm per 
resident, to include 
one cooking station 
per 15 residents and 
the other equipment 
identified in table 
3.3  

Dining space (section 
3.5) 

Required Yes Two dining spaces 
per cooking station; 
or number of dining 
spaces = 15% of 
total residents 

Laundry and drying 
facilities (section 3.6) 

Required No (unless 
designed as part 
of a space that 
encourages 
residents to 
spend 
recreational time)  

One washer and 
one dryer per 35 
residents 

Internal communal space 
(section 3.7) 

Required Yes   

Living rooms, lounges 
(section 3.7) 

Required Yes   

Other recreation or 
entertainment spaces for 
the exclusive use of 
residents without a 
charge (section 3.7) 

Optional Yes   

Workspace (section 3.8) Optional Yes   

Toilets (section 3.9) Required No   

Personal storage (section 
3.9) 

Optional No   
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Communal area/facility Required by 
policy or 
optional 

Included in 
communal 
space 
requirement 
(table 3.1)? 

Benchmark  

External communal 
space – terrace/garden 
(section 3.10) 

Required No See table 3.4 

Circulation space 
(corridors, stairs, lifts, lift 
lobbies) 

Required No   

Any spaces that residents 
incur additional costs to 
access or use 

Optional No  

Cafes, bars and 
restaurants or other 
spaces that are open to 
the public to use or not 
for the exclusive access 
and use of residents and 
their personal visitors 

Optional Conditionally yes 
see paragraph 
3.3.10 

  

Storage used by 
management 

Optional No   

Cycle storage Required  No 0.75 per person3.  

Car parking Car-free 
(London Plan 
Policy 
T6.1(E) 
Residential 
parking4)  

No  

 

 
3 Flexibility may be applied based on the site location, and where onsite shared 
bicycle schemes are provided as part of the development for residents’ use without 
charge. 
4 noting this policy still requires provision for blue-badge holder parking. 
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3.4 Communal kitchens 

3.4.1 Sufficient cooking facilities should be provided to meet the requirements of 
the residents and their visitors at a convenient and accessible location within 
the development. The recommended benchmark for kitchen space provision 
is 0.5 sqm per resident to accommodate the items outlined in table 3.3, 
below, with adequate circulation space. 

3.4.2 The design, location and size of the communal kitchen facilities will depend 
on considerations such as floorplate size; the number of storeys within the 
building; and the maximum number of residents who will occupy the 
LSPBSL. To foster a sense of community, communal kitchen facilities should 
be designed to encourage group interactions.  

3.4.3 The kitchen amenities/facilities identified below in table 3.3 are 
recommended good practice to ensure sufficient facilities and good design 
are provided. The management plan should demonstrate proposed provision 
and its operation will satisfy the needs of future residents and their visitors, 
including how the equipment will be maintained.  

Table 3.3 Indicative expected kitchen amenities 

Kitchen amenity Benchmark  

Hob and oven; sink and 
draining board 

One of each per 15 residents  

Fridge with freezer, 
Dishwasher, Microwave, 
Base or wall units for 
food and utensil storage 

Located within the kitchen; as appropriate to satisfy 
the needs of future residents and their visitors.  

Refuse space, including 
recycling 

Located within the kitchen; as appropriate to meet the 
needs of all residents and their visitors. 

3.5 Communal dining spaces 

3.5.1 Dining spaces should enable people to eat where they cook. Hence, they 
should be provided either alongside communal kitchen facilities, or with other 
communal space located near the kitchen facilities.  

3.5.2 The dining space should include space for chairs, tables and circulation, 
including for people with disabilities.  
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3.5.3 Any café and restaurant seating that is open to the public may be counted 
toward the dining space or required communal space where they meet the 
conditions set out in paragraph 3.3.10. 

3.6 Laundry and drying facilities 

3.6.1 Adequate laundry and drying facilities should be provided for residents at no 
additional charge; and should not be used by the management company for 
washing bedding and linen. 

3.6.2 They should be in a convenient and ventilated location; and will not be 
counted toward the required communal space unless designed to 
accommodate recreational activities and/or social interactions. They should 
not interfere with other communal spaces that are used for cooking, dining, 
recreation or socialising. 

3.6.3 The number of washers and dryers provided will depend on the type and 
size of the machines. The management plan should include information that 
demonstrates how the proposed provision will satisfy the needs of future 
residents; and how the machines will be managed and maintained. 

3.7 Internal communal (social/living) space 

3.7.1 Lounge and living spaces should be of high-quality design to encourage 
incidental meetings, socialising, lounging, engagement and recreation. A 
variety of spaces should be provided to allow for smaller group interactions; 
engagement for larger groups; and quieter spaces, such as prayer rooms.  

3.7.2 Internal communal (social/living) spaces should be distributed across the 
development to promote use and be easily accessible to all, including 
disabled people. They should be adequately sized; integrated within the 
building design; and not provided in leftover spaces. While such space can 
be provided as extensions of the kitchen areas or external terraces and 
gardens, they should be in addition to these other communal amenities. 

3.7.3 Communal social/living spaces should be located and designed to allow 
views out; and should have convenient access to cores and external 
communal spaces. They should have adequate passive ventilation and 
lighting, including natural daylight. 

3.7.4 Sufficient and comfortable seating, in the form of sofas and lounge chairs, 
should be provided throughout the space to allow for lingering and 
comfortable interactions for the intended number of users. Quantity of 
seating provided should allow for residents’ visitors. 

3.7.5 Inclusion of a gym and associated fitness studio facilities in the internal 
communal areas is encouraged. Any such space provided should have 
higher ceilings, and benefit from natural lighting. 
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3.8 Workspace 

3.8.1 Common work areas should be provided, where possible, to enable hybrid 
working environments, and avoid the use of kitchen/dining spaces for these 
purposes. Use of these areas should be at no extra cost to residents. 

3.8.2 Such workspaces should have high-speed broadband connections. Desk 
spaces should be equipped with charging points; and should be fully 
adjustable for comfortable use over longer periods by residents of various 
heights.  

3.9 Toilets and storage 

3.9.1 Toilet facilities should be provided in proximity to communal spaces, such 
that they are accessible to residents when away from their own rooms, and 
to their guests. 

3.9.2 Some additional storage areas, in the form of lockers or cupboards, should 
be provided for each resident to store personal belongings, including larger 
items. 

3.10 External communal space 

3.10.1 Opportunities for the provision of external communal space should be 
maximised, recognising its role in providing for both wellbeing and urban 
greening and biodiversity. Such space should be accessed directly from 
usable (and preferably communal) internal spaces. External communal 
space should be overlooked by usable internal spaces and, where possible, 
private units to avoid creating isolated areas that cannot be used safely.  

3.10.2 High-quality, multipurpose aggregated space should be provided and 
designed to encourage residents to spend time on recreation, and to interact 
in large groups. All residents should be able to access all external communal 
spaces, including disabled people. 

3.10.3 External communal space should be designed and landscaped to ensure 
useable space for residents. It should provide adequate seating, lighting and 
landscaping to provide a good-quality, relaxing environment. The provision 
of outdoor dining facilities is encouraged. 

3.10.4 When landscaping is provided in external communal space, it should be 
designed for biodiversity net gain, as per Policy G5 Urban greening. 

3.10.5 Any private balconies or terraces (for individual units) should not count 
towards the communal space requirement.  
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Table 3.4 Recommended benchmarks for external communal amenity space: 

Number of residents Benchmarked external outdoor 
communal amenity space 

Up to 400 1 sqm per resident 

Every additional resident from 401 0.5 sqm per additional resident 

3.11 Private units 

3.11.1 Policy H16 (7) requires that the private units are not self-contained homes, 
nor capable of being used as self-contained homes, but provide functional 
living space. Hence, units should be accessed through a shared internal 
area and not have a separate external access. 

3.11.2 The units should be suitably sized to accommodate the amenities listed in 
table 3.5, below, for sleeping, eating, working, relaxing and storage. They 
should be no less than 18 sqm, and no more than 27 sqm, to avoid them 
being used as substandard self-contained units. Larger units may be suitable 
for occupation by couples.5 

3.11.3 Private units should be designed to receive adequate levels of daylight, 
sunlight, ventilation, outlook and privacy, and must be protected from internal 
and external sources of noise, to ensure good-quality living conditions. 

3.11.4 To meet the requirements of London Plan Policy D5, and ensure inclusive 
design, LSPBSL schemes should provide 10 per cent accessible units. This 
is in line with the approach taken for other forms of residential dwellings in 
the London Plan.  

3.11.5 Accessible units are generally expected to be between 28 and 37 sqm to 
accommodate ease of access to the amenities listed in table 3.5, below. 
Units under 28 sqm may be considered where: drawings demonstrate how 
the rooms have been designed in accordance with Part M of the building 
regulations; they provide adequate space and wheelchair accessibility; and 
the design has been approved by an inclusive accessibility expert.  

3.11.6 Accessible units should be distributed to the most convenient locations 
within the development, and in proximity to the communal accessible 
kitchen(s) and other shared amenity spaces. 

3.11.7 The room amenities identified below are examples of additional indicators of 
good design and functional living space. 

  

 
5 Where this is expected to be the case, plans and viability assessments should clearly state 
this – see paragraph 5.2.1a. 
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Table 3.5 Indicative expected private unit amenities  

Room amenities Additional notes 

Double bed ; desk with 
worktop space 

- 

Bedside cabinet At least one is recommended 

Wardrobe/clothing storage  A storage space of at least 1.2 cubic metres per 
person. 

Seating area An armchair 

Dining area Seating area could be used for eating. If 
provided, it should be limited to two people 
dining. 

Bathroom with shower  Should have a standard size sink, a WC and a 
place to dry a bath towel. Bath tubs are 
discouraged. 

Small kitchenette to allow 
preparation of convenience 
food 

Should provide: sockets to plug in a toaster, a 
kettle and a non-convection microwave; sink and 
drainage space, and counter space. If hob is 
provided, then it should have no more than two 
plates. A mini fridge should fit under the kitchen 
counter. No freezer required. 

4 Affordable housing 

4.1 Contributions 

4.1.1 LSPBSL follows the viability-tested route as set out within Policy H5 and 
H16. LSPBSL must deliver a cash-in-lieu contribution towards conventional 
C3 affordable housing if it is the only type of housing proposed. Boroughs 
should seek this contribution for the provision of new C3 off-site affordable 
housing as either of the following payments, made to the local authority: 

• an upfront cash-in-lieu payment linked to market value 

• an in-perpetuity annual payment linked to actual rental income. 
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4.1.2 The expected contribution will be assessed in relation to either 35 per cent of 
the units, or 50 per cent where the development is on public-sector land or 
industrial land appropriate for residential uses, in accordance with Policy E7. 
The contribution is to be based on 50 per cent of the market value or rental 
income of the relevant proportion of units. 

4.2 Other affordable housing provision 

4.2.1 The provision of below-market rental units within the LSPBSL development 
is not an acceptable alternative to such an off-site financial contribution, as 
LSPBSL units do not meet London Plan internal space standards for C3 
housing (see paragraphs 1.2.3 and 1.2.4, above).  

4.2.2 However, if the site is suitable for incorporating other types of development 
in addition to the LSPBSL, on-site provision of C3 affordable housing should 
be considered (see paragraph 2.2.8 above). Further guidance on this 
situation is likely to be included in future LPG that will support the 
implementation of Policy H5.  

5 Management plans and other application information 
requirements 

5.1 Management plan content 

5.1.1 Any application should include an appropriately detailed and resourced 
management plan that identifies:  

a. the maximum number of residents that can occupy the LSPBSL 
b. how the proposed communal equipment, facilities and spaces, and 

their operation and maintenance, will satisfy the varying needs of this 
number of residents and their guests, on an ongoing basis;  

c. how management practices will meet policy requirements, including to 
ensure that the development continues to function as a high-quality 
LSPBSL scheme. 

5.1.2 The management plan should be appropriately secured through a section 
106 agreement. It should detail how the LSPBSL development will be 
managed by a single management company, whilst allowing for appropriate 
transfers, in perpetuity. And it should provide for continuity of communal 
space, facility and service provision, including relevant aspects of the 
inclusive design statement, in perpetuity, regardless of changes in ownership 
or management.  

5.1.3 Supporting paragraph 4.16.4 of London Plan Policy H16 advises of various 
issues that LSPBSL management plans should address as a minimum, in 
light of policy objectives. Further guidance on these and related issues is 
given below: 
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a. Security and fire safety procedures – this should include detail 
regarding:  

i. relevant procedures for emergency and fire access and exit (this is 
separate from, but aligned with, the fire safety statement) 

ii. safeguarding of external and internal communal spaces, and safety 
measures for private units and communal spaces 

iii. registration of any electrical products, such as white goods, that are 
built into the property, and encouraging residents to do the same; 
this will help to pick up any recalls, and ensure safety of the 
residents and the building 

iv. preparation of Personal Emergency Evacuation Plans (PEEPS) for 
all residents whose ability to self-evacuate may be compromised, 
taking into account the General Data Protection Regulations 
(GDPR) and the Data Protection Act (2018). 

b. Move-in and move-out arrangements, deliveries and servicing – this 
should include detail regarding: 

i. the location of loading and unloading areas to ensure the public 
realm is not obstructed by parked vehicles, and there is no negative 
impact on highway or road traffic, nor on surrounding communities 

ii. timings of move-in and move-out to avoid congestion impacts, and 
impacts on any other important events (e.g. cultural celebrations) in 
the surrounding communities 

iii. routes and lifts to be used during move-in and move-out, to ensure 
the smooth operation of communal spaces and other services of 
the development 

iv. security and concierge provision 

v. storage facilities for deliveries when a resident is not immediately 
available. 

c. Management and maintenance of all internal and external areas of the 
development – this should include detail regarding: 

i. hours of operation for various functions, allowing for appropriate 
cleaning and maintenance access 

ii. resourcing of communal areas including communal cooking and 
dining equipment, cleaning materials and waste management 
receptables 
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iii. procedures for how cooking and dining facilities will be managed 
and maintained to ensure all residents can comfortably cook and 
eat when they desire, avoiding wait times and conflict with people 
using the space for other purposes 

iv. systems and procedures to ensure appropriate cooking facilities 
for faith-based groups, and those with particular allergies and 
dietary preferences – for example, by designating separate 
cooking stations, storage and fridge/freezers within the kitchen 
areas 

v. provision of quiet spaces, with the flexibility to be used as prayer 
rooms if required by residents  

vi. where a facility has an element of public use, the ways in which 
there will always be sufficient availability/capacity for residents 
first and foremost, as opposed to external users 

vii. cycle storage provision, servicing, maintenance and upkeep 

viii. personal storage management 

ix.  out-of-hours management 

x. landscaping upkeep.  

d. Cleaning and linen-changing – this should include detail regarding: 

i. location of facilities for linen laundry, storage and related services 

ii. location of facilities for waste management, refuse and recycling 

iii. linen changing and/or room-cleaning services (e.g. a schedule)  

iv. the cleaning of internal and external communal facilities and 
spaces including associated waste management provision.  

e. – this should:  
i. ensure 90-day-plus tenancy agreements for all LSPBSL units 

ii. ensure that no part of the LSPBSL accommodation is run as a 
hotel or hostel 

iii. prevent cohabiting in smaller private units, and exceedance of the 
maximum resident number  

iv. prevent units being turned into self-contained units (e.g. through 
additional equipment being installed within them) 
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v. detail how marketing will promote the inclusiveness of the 
development, with appropriate awareness of the accessible room 
provision and other features that cater to diversity of need rather 
than a particular demographic 

vi. provide for all services and facilities that are included in the 
assessment of sufficiency6 to be covered the rent, except utility 
bills for individual units (although rents may be inclusive of bills). 

5.2 Other information requirements for LSPBSL planning 
applications 

5.2.1 Drawings and tables submitted with applications for LSPBSL schemes 
should include the following information: 
a. private unit sizes and locations, including which of these are considered 

suitable for double occupancy 

b. clear identification of which spaces are counted toward the internal 
communal space (see table 3.1) 

c. clear identification of which spaces are counted toward the external 
communal space (see table 3.4) 

d. clear identification of which spaces are communal spaces – semi-public 
or public – that are being used by non-residents of the LSPBSL 
development 

e. size and distance calculations that demonstrate how the kitchen facilities 
are sufficient and appropriately located  

f. calculations that demonstrate how the facilities are sufficient for the 
intended number of users, including residents’ visitors, with reference to 
the guidance benchmarks.  

 
6 See paragraph 3.3.2 above. 
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ROK Planning                      
16 Upper Woburn Place 
London 
WC1H 0AF 

ROK PLANNING 
Company Number 
 
VAT Number 

Company Number - 11433356 
 
 

Company Number 
 
VAT Number 

REF: MR/DB/R00628 
 
BY EMAIL: planningpolicy@wandsworth.gov.uk  
  

28th February 2022 
Dear Sir / Madam, 
 
REPRESENTATIONS TO THE LONDON BOROUGH OF WANDSWORTH ‘PUBLICATION’ DRAFT 
LOCAL PLAN (REGULATION 19) (JANUARY 2022) 
ROK PLANNING ON BEHALF OF UNITE GROUP PLC 
 
I write on behalf of our client, Unite Group Plc (Unite), to submit to submit representations to the London 
Borough of Wandsworth (LB Wandsworth) ‘Publication’ Draft Local Plan (Regulation 19) (January 2022). 
 
Unite Students is the UK’s leading manager and developer of purpose-built student accommodation 
(PBSA), providing homes for around 74,000 students in more than 177 purpose-built properties across 
27 of the UK’s strongest university towns and cities.  
 
The Draft Local Plan sets out a vision and spatial strategy to guide the development of the borough from 
2023, when the Plan is anticipated to be adopted, to 2038. The ‘Publication’ Draft Local Plan (the draft 
Local Plan) is the final draft of the Local Plan produced by the Council before it is submitted to the 
Planning Inspectorate (PINS). 
 
Unite wish to make representations to the following policies: 
 
• Policy LP28 – Purpose-built student accommodation; 
• Policy LP29 – Shared living; 
• Policy LP30 – Build-to-rent; 
• Policy LP35 – Mixed-use development on economic land; and 
• Policy LP51 – Parking. 
 
These representations are set out in the remainder of this letter. 
 
Policy LP28 – Purpose-built student accommodation 
 
Policy LP28 ‘Purpose-built student accommodation’ (PBSA) states that: 
 
“A. Proposals for Purpose-Built Student Accommodation will be supported where the development: 

1. meets all requirements for student accommodation, including affordable provision through the 
threshold approach, as set out in London Plan Policy H15; 

2. is supported by evidence of a linkage with one or more higher education provider (HEP) in 
Wandsworth; or within a reasonable travelling distance of Wandsworth; 

3. is accompanied by a site management and maintenance plan which demonstrates that the 
accommodation will be managed and maintained over its lifetime so as to ensure an acceptable 
level of amenity and access to facilities for its occupiers, and would not give rise to unacceptable 
impacts on the amenities of existing residents in the neighbourhood. 
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4. has access to good levels of public transport, and to shops, services and leisure facilities 
appropriate to the student population; 

5. would not result in an over-concentration of single-person accommodation at the neighbourhood 
level which may be detrimental to the balance and mix of uses in the area or place undue pressure 
on local infrastructure; 

6. provides a high-quality living environment, including the provision of appropriate space standards 
and facilities, well-integrated internal and external communal areas, and a high level of amenity 
(providing good levels of daylight and sunlight, and natural ventilation); and 

7. provides at least 10% of student rooms which are readily adaptable for occupation by wheelchair 
users.” 

 
Unite make comment on points 2, 5 and 7 in turn below. 
 
2. is supported by evidence of a linkage with one or more higher education provider (HEP) in 
Wandsworth; or within a reasonable travelling distance of Wandsworth 
 
Unite make comments on point 2 as follows: 
 
1. It is entirely unclear why the policy seeks evidence of a linkage with one or more HEP in 

Wandsworth, or within reasonable travelling distance of Wandsworth, specifically. The borough is 
well-located and well-connected, particularly at its north-east border with Lambeth; 
 

2. Indeed, this specificity is directly contradictory to the London Plan, which states at paragraph 4.15.3 
that “there is no requirement for the higher education provider linked by the agreement to the PBSA 
to be located within the borough where the development is proposed”; 
 

3. No justification is provided for the departure from the London Plan either within the draft policy or 
within the supporting text to the draft policy; 
 

4. Indeed, it is notable that the draft Westminster City Plan original contained a similar policy clause, 
with policy 11 stating at point G that PBSA would only be supported ““for students studying at higher 
education institutions with a main hub in Westminster”. Following Unite’s participation at the 
Examination in Public (EIP) for this plan, the Inspector’s recommended this sentence be removed 
in its entirety in order for the policy to be found acceptable. It is argued the same conclusion must 
be reached in this instance.  

 
Recommendation: The latter half of point 2. be deleted in accordance with the London Plan approach. 
 
5. would not result in an over-concentration of single-person accommodation at the neighbourhood level 
which may be detrimental to the balance and mix of uses in the area or place undue pressure on local 
infrastructure 
 
Unite make comment on point 5 as follows: 
 
1. There is no tangible evidence to suggest that concentrations of PBSA cause harm to the balance or 

mix of uses in an area, cause additional pressure on local infrastructure or harm local communities. 
PBSA properties are managed and controlled and occupiers are required to abide by the obligations 
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set out within Student Management Plans required at application stage, as required by point 3 of 
draft policy LP28; 
 

2. The PBSA market is mature and well-managed. Considerations of over-concentration conflates 
PBSA development with uncontrolled HMO accommodation, which is a markedly separate housing 
product and is entirely unjustified; 
 

3. PBSA is a form of housing. National guidance in fact states that “all student accommodation, whether 
it consists of communal halls of residence or self-contained dwellings, and whether or not it is on 
campus, can in principle count towards contributing to an authority’s housing land supply” (NPPG, 
Paragraph: 034 Reference ID: 68-034-20190722). In addition, the NPPG also states that 
“encouraging more dedicated student accommodation may provide low-cost housing that takes 
pressure off the private rented sector and increases the overall housing stock” (Paragraph: 004 
Reference ID: 67-00420190722). Given PBSA is a recognised form of housing, it is not considered 
sound to unduly restrict concentrations of this form of housing specifically; 
 

4. In any case, no threshold is provided for what will be considered to constitute an over-concentration. 
It is noted within supporting paragraph 17.35 that schemes will be considered on a site-by-site basis. 
The policy makes reference to the ‘neighbourhood level’ which is defined within the glossary to the 
draft plan as “areas within a 800m radius from the site”. Beyond this, no guidance is provided as to 
the methodology for defining an over-concentration; 
 

5. Indeed, it is argued that it is not possible to define an over-concentration. There are various appeal 
cases across the country where varying levels of student concentrations have been found 
acceptable. This includes: 
o Wilder Street, Bristol (APP/Z0116/W/18/3212806) - 34% student population found not to be 

harmful; 
o Small Street, Bristol (APP/Z0116/W/18/3194372) – 37% student population found not to be 

harmful; 
o Lower Albert Street, Exeter (APP/Y1110/W/17/3178667) – 32% student population found not to 

be harmful; 
o Selly Oak, Birmingham (APP/P4605/W/21/3275570) – Increase from 36% to 44% student 

population found not to be harmful; 
o The Old Printworks, Edinburgh (PPA-230-2122) – 60% student population found not to be 

harmful; 
o Salisbury Court, Edinburgh (PPA-230-2146) – 62% student population found not to be harmful. 
 

6. It is notable that the London Borough of Lambeth include a similar restriction on over-concentration 
within their adopted policy H7. Unite similarly objected to the inclusion of this restriction at the EIP 
for the Lambeth Local Plan which ultimately led to the removal of the originally stipulated 500m 
radius; 
 

7. Furthermore, the supporting text to draft policy LP28 acknowledges at paragraph 17.33 that 
“insufficient provision for university students could place additional pressure on the lower end of the 
private rented sector (PRS), and therefore it is important that provision is made for new facilities 
close to their places of study in order to cater for existing and projected increases in demand”. It 
similarly notes that “inadequate local provision, with students having to travel long distances to 
attend college, would also be contrary to sustainable development principles”; 
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8. Moreover, paragraph 317.36 continues to state that PBSA should be “directed to well-connected 
locations with good level of access to public transport (PTAL 4 or higher), including those supported 
by good walking and cycling infrastructure. It is also important that Purpose-Built Student 
Accommodation is sited so student residents have access to a wide range of services and facilities 
within a 15-minute walking distance”; 
 

9. The imposition of over-concentration restrictions is directly contrary to these statements. Restricting 
concentrations of PBSA will prevent this form of accommodation from being located in appropriate 
areas (i.e. those well-located in terms of access to universities/colleges themselves and to public 
transport), leading to either the dispersal of PBSA in less appropriate areas in order to meet demand, 
or the inability to meet demand; 
 

10. Given the above it is considered entirely unsound to seek to restrict concentrations of PBSA where 
no evidence is provided to justify the perceived harmful impact this would have.  

 
Recommendation: Point 5. should be removed in its entirety. 
 
7. provides at least 10% of student rooms which are readily adaptable for occupation by wheelchair 
users 
 
Unite make comment on point 7 of policy LP28 as follows: 
 
1. The requirements for conventional residential accommodation should not be applied to student  

housing as, in reality, the typical demand from students per annum falls significantly below the 10% 
mark. This is a steady and consistent trend as evidenced by Unite’s longer term experience; 
 

2. Indeed, Unite have over 117 PBSA properties across the UK with 27 buildings in the London 
portfolio. Of these c.9,500 bedrooms, they have provision for 528 students that may need a 
wheelchair room. This is over 5.5% of the total London rooms. Over the last 5 years, Unite have 
provided 41 students with these rooms. For the 2018-2019 academic year, Unite had 7 students in 
need of wheelchair sized rooms out of an approximate total of c.9500 bedrooms. This equates to a 
0.07% take up and thus demonstrates the exceptionally low need for accessible bedrooms; 
 

3. The majority of wheelchair students are housed by the universities close to campus for ease of 
travel; 
 

4. The 10% requirement was introduced in order to help meet a shortfall in wheelchair accessible  
housing within conventional housing. Generally, those who live in conventional dwellings are of an 
older demographic thus the percentage of those who have a disability and require wheelchair 
accessibility is far greater than the demographic affiliated with student accommodation. The normal 
age range of students is between 18 and 25, explaining why there has never been a shortfall in 
wheelchair provision within student housing;  
 

5. It is notable that paragraph 17.38 of the supporting text to policy LP28 states that to “ensure 
conformity with the London Plan, proposals for Purpose-Built Student Accommodation will be 
required to provide […] adequate proportions of affordable and wheelchair accessible/easily 
adaptable student accommodation”; 
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6. However, the London Plan (Policy D7) clarifies that the 10% requirement for wheelchair accessible 
rooms relates only to dwellings which are created via works to which Part M volume 1 of the Building 
Regulations applies – i.e., to new build dwellings. PBSA developments do not constitute dwellings 
and therefore the 10% requirement does not apply to these developments. This was confirmed within 
the Inspector’s report to the London Plan. On this basis, the 10% requirement proposed by draft 
policy LP28 is in fact in conflict with the draft London Plan; 
 

7. Indeed, following Unite’s participation in the Local Plan process, further London Boroughs have 
followed that of the London Plan. This includes Tower Hamlets and Southwark which have both 
reduced the requirement from 10% (as originally proposed) to 5% of student rooms to be provided 
as accessible; and 
 

8. In any case, Unite operate a policy of meeting the needs of an individual user and not applying a  
one size fits all policy. Indeed, should individual bedrooms need to be adapted; this can be done 
quickly and relatively easily to meet requirements. Unite have undertaken such additional alterations 
in discussion with the end user and provided a bespoke solution to a student’s needs. 

 
Recommendation: The 10% requirement should be removed and accessible requirements should 
instead defer to building regulation requirements of 1% fitted out with a further 4% adaptable. 
 
Policy LP29 – Housing with Shared Facilities 
 
Policy LP29 Housing with Shared Facilities states at part C and D in relation to large scale purpose-built 
shared living that: 
 
“C. Development proposals for large-scale purpose-built shared living accommodation which is defined 
as being a ‘sui generis’ use will generally be resisted. Such accommodation will only be permitted where: 
1. it is proposed on a site which is not suitable for conventional housing; 
2. it is clearly demonstrated that large-scale purpose-built shared living accommodation is better suited 

to meeting the local housing needs than conventional housing; and 
3. it would not lead to an overconcentration of single-person accommodation at the neighbourhood 

level. 
 

D. Where the principle of large-scale purpose-built shared living accommodation is accepted in line with 
Part C, proposals must: 
1. meet criteria A1-A10 of London Plan Policy H16; 
2. demonstrate through the submission of a management plan that the development will be managed 

and maintained over its lifetime so as to ensure an acceptable level of amenity and access to 
facilities for its occupiers and would not give rise to unacceptable impacts on the amenities of 
existing residents in the neighbourhood; and 

3. provide a financial contribution towards the provision of affordable housing in the borough, in 
accordance with the London Plan.” 

 
Unite raise objection to the general resistance towards purpose built shared living as set out in Part C 
for the following reasons: 
 
1. The London Plan identifies that large-scale shared living developments may provide a housing 

option for single person households who cannot or choose not to live in self-contained homes or 
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HMOs and provides a policy basis for this form of development in the form of policy H16. The London 
Plan therefore provides a policy basis for shared living development, in contrast to draft policy LP29’s 
approach of general resistance; 

 
2. With regards to point 1. of part C of draft policy LP29, large scale shared living development is in 

fact a form of housing that can contribute to housing supply. Indeed, it is argued that shared living 
can contribute to freeing up conventional residential properties for families which would otherwise 
be occupied as a HMO in the same way as PBSA, as acknowledged in the supporting text to draft 
policy LP28 and national planning guidance; 

 
3. Supporting paragraph 17.45 to draft policy LP29 states that “It is inevitable that any form of housing 

will somehow contribute to meeting housing need or demand in the borough; however, given that 
the borough continues to face intense development pressures from different competing land uses, 
it is important to protect scarce land for housing which is best suited to meeting the local need”. The 
acceptance within this statement that shared living can contribute to meeting housing needs is not 
reflective of the general resistant approach taken by the policy. Furthermore, it should be noted that 
shared living developments can often be built to much higher densities than conventional residential 
accommodation and thus serve to meet housing needs more efficiently on constrained sites; 

 
4. Furthermore, supporting paragraph 17.43 states that “large-scale purpose-built shared living 

accommodation which is defined as a ‘sui generis’ use does not provide an alternative route to 
affordable housing to people on lower quartile incomes”. However, this form of development is 
required to contribute to the provision of affordable housing via financial contribution in accordance 
with the London Plan. In addition, there is potential to include discounted-market rent units within 
shared living developments in similarity with build-to-rent developments, thus providing a further 
avenue towards affordable accommodation provision; 

 
5. With regards to point 3. of part C of draft policy LP29, the points made earlier in this letter in response 

to point 5. of draft policy LP28 are relevant. Shared living is best located in sustainable areas close 
to local facilities and with good public transport accessibility, and thus restricting this form of 
development in terms of its concentration in specific areas is counter intuitive. Furthermore, there is 
no evidence nor policy basis to demonstrate that an over-concentration of such development would 
lead to measurable harm beyond that of similar concentrations of conventional housing products 
and thus point 3. of draft policy LP29 is considered entirely unjustified; 

 
6. In addition, shared living provides numerous benefits including the creation of mixed and balanced 

communities in a controlled environment protecting surrounding residential amenity in the form of a 
management plan (in contrast to uncontrolled small HMO’s which would otherwise be required to 
meet this housing need). 

 
Whilst the objections above are raised to part C, Unite support the inclusion of points 1. – 3. Of part D in 
accordance with policy H16 of the London Plan. 
 
Recommendation: The general resistance to shared living schemes should be removed. This form of 
development should instead be supported where it meets the requirements of policy H16 of the London 
Plan.  
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Policy LP30 – Build to Rent 
 
Policy LP30 states that: 
 
“A. Development proposals for Build to Rent housing must follow the policy approach set out in London 
Plan Policy H11, subject to the following additional requirements: 
1. Where a development has potential to include more than one residential core and/or block, 

applicants should use this separate core and/or block to provide low cost rented housing to be 
managed by a registered provider. To follow the Fast Track Route, 50 per cent of the overall 
affordable housing requirement should be provided as low-cost products within this separate core 
and/or block, with the remaining 50 per cent at a range of genuinely affordable rents to meet priority 
housing need in Wandsworth. If the above requirements are not met, the scheme must follow the 
Viability Tested route. In these circumstances, the Council will seek from the applicant the optimum 
affordable housing offer for the development as a whole. 

2. Where an applicant can demonstrate to the Council’s satisfaction that it is not feasible in design 
terms to include a separate residential core and/or block in the development proposal, the Council 
will accept the full affordable housing requirement for the scheme as discount market rent units 
managed alongside the market rent units, in accordance with the requirements of London Plan 
policy. To follow the Fast Track Route, the Council will seek 30 per cent of the affordable provision 
at rents equivalent to London Living Rent level, with the remainder at a range of genuinely affordable 
rents to meet priority housing need in Wandsworth. If these requirements are not met, the scheme 
must follow the Viability Tested route. 

3. Build to Rent housing should provide a mix of dwelling sizes that meets identified local housing 
needs, in accordance with Policy LP24 (Housing Mix).” 

 
Unite object to this policy on the following basis: 
 
1. Draft policy LP30 states that proposals for build to rent housing should follow the policy approach 

set out in London Plan policy H11. However, it then introduces requirements which directly contradict 
the approach set out by policy H11; 

 
2. Policy H11 is clear that “where a development meets the criteria set out in Part B, the affordable 

housing offer can be solely Discounted Market Rent (DMR) at a genuinely affordable rent, preferably 
London Living Rent level”. Thus, requiring developments to meet the criteria of Part B of policy H11 
whilst also requiring the delivery of low-cost rented housing to be managed by a registered provider 
is considered to conflict; 

 
3. Supporting paragraph 17.51 of draft policy LP30 states that “The Council’s preference is to secure 

low cost rented housing where possible through schemes involving Build to Rent by including this in 
a separate core and/or block managed independently by a registered provider of affordable 
housing”. It continues to state that “the onus will be on the applicant to explain the design reasons 
why it is not feasible to provide a separate core and/or block for low cost rented housing. Only where 
this has been demonstrated to the satisfaction of the Council, will it be acceptable to provide the full 
affordable housing requirement as discount market rented accommodation managed alongside the 
market rented accommodation”. This is considered to go against the onus of the London Plan which 
states that “Boroughs should take a positive approach to the Build to Rent sector to enable it to 
better contribute to the delivery of new homes”; and  
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4. The benefits of providing DMR units should also be noted. As no separate core is required, better 
integration between DMR and market rent units can take place in comparison to low-cost rental 
accommodation. Likewise, a key benefit of build-to-rent, as acknowledged by paragraph 4.11.1 of 
the London Plan, is that it can accelerate delivery of housing on individual sites. This delivery is likely 
to be impacted where applicants are required to demonstrate that secondary cores are not feasible 
as opposed to simply following the London Plan approach. 

 
Recommendation: Draft policy LP30 should be amended to require proposals for build-to-rent 
developments to follow the approach set out in policy H11 of the London Plan. 
 
Policy LP51 – Parking 
 
Policy LP51 states that: 
“A. Development will be supported where: 

1. Cycle Parking is provided in accordance with the minimum levels set out in the London Plan with 
reference to Table 10.2 and any subsequent amendments. The parking must be easily 
accessible, secure, and well-located to the unit it is associated with.” 

 
For PBSA and Shared Living, the requirements set out in Table 10.2 are as follows: 
 

 Long Stay Short Stay 
PBSA 0.75 spaces per bedroom 1 space per 40 bedrooms 

Shared Living 1 space per bedroom • 5 to 40 dwellings: 2 spaces 
• Thereafter: 1 space per 40 dwellings 

 
Unite make comment on these standards as follows: 
 
1. Unite’s evidence shows that cycle parking provision provided at policy complaint levels is severely 

underused. Enclosed within Appendix A is supporting evidence which refers to a survey (February 
2018) undertaken by Unite. The study demonstrates that the maximum average demand for cycle 
parking storage is 5% of bed places, which has been found across the 26 of Unite' sites which 
equates to a demand of one cycle space per 20 students; 
 

2. Over-provision of unnecessary cycle space can lead to loss of valuable floorspace in which more 
bedrooms can be provided, thus reducing the efficiency of the use of the land. By way of an example, 
Unite were required to provide a minimum of 423 cycle spaces for a student scheme in the London 
Borough of Islington which translates to a floor area of approximately 465 sqm or 385 sqm based 
on the typical requirements of 1.1sq.m for a Sheffield stand or 0.91sq.m for a dual-stacking system 
respectively. Based on an average student cluster bedroom size of approximately 11sq.m, this 
would result in the unnecessary loss of approximately 35-42 bedroom units; 
 

3. An increase in the provision of cycle parking for student accommodation does not directly result in 
an increase in cycling patterns amongst students. Student housing schemes are generally in close 
proximity to places of study allowing the majority of journeys to be undertaken on foot. Furthermore, 
they are in areas with high levels of public transport accessibility providing an alternative means of 
transport; 
 

0 5 3  U N I T E  G R O U P  P L  R O K  P L A N N I N G  R E D A C T E D4 . 2

4.0

55P R I N T W O R K S  S T U D E N T  A C C O M M O D A T I O N  |  D E S I G N  A N D  A C C E S S  S TAT E M E N T  A D D E N D U M



A P P E N D I X

   
 
 

 
 

ROK Planning                      
16 Upper Woburn Place 
London 
WC1H 0AF 

ROK PLANNING 
Company Number 
 
VAT Number 

Company Number - 11433356 
 
 

Company Number 
 
VAT Number 

4. The emergence and take up of cycle hire schemes and/or pool bikes provide an affordable means 
of transport, precluding the requirement for private cycle ownership and storage which eliminates 
the need for students to invest in safety, security and maintenance associated with private 
ownership. Indeed, Unite would support the use of pool bikes in PBSA schemes where this, in turn, 
allows for a reduction in the number of dedicated cycle spaces to be provided on site. By way of 
example, following Unite’s participation in the EIP to the new Lambeth Local Plan and production of 
a Statement of Common Ground with the Council, a similar principle has been incorporated as a 
main modification. Specifically, MM107 proposes to update policy T3(e) to read: “In purpose-built 
student accommodation schemes, part of the required cycle parking provision could be provided as 
pool bikes. For other types of development, pool bike provision is encouraged in addition to the cycle 
parking requirement”; 
 

5. Student housing and shared living accommodation is developed at higher densities than 
conventional housing. As a consequence, and in order to provide the required levels of cycle parking, 
large areas of floorspace (typically at ground floor level) are lost. These areas could otherwise be 
used more efficiently and effectively for living space or town centre uses, providing numerous 
benefits to a scheme including increasing their viability. 
 

It should be noted that Unite support the use of cycles as a sustainable means of transport, but argue 
that pool bikes and similar schemes are a more efficient method of encouraging cycling amongst 
students whilst preventing large areas of floorspace from being lost and thus ensuring efficient use of 
the land. 
 
Recommendation: Given the above evidence, it is considered that a 25% provision of cycle parking for 
student housing should be required. Alternative means of cycling, including pool bikes, should be 
considered to meet cycle parking needs for PBSA and shared living.  
 
Policy LP35 – Mixed-Use Development on Economic Land 
 
Policy LP35 sets out the approach to mixed-use development on industrial land outside of SIL’s and 
LSIA’s in accordance with policy E7 of the London Plan. Policy LP34 states that proposals for mixed-
use development, including residential, in these areas will be supported where: 
 
“1. industrial, storage or distribution floorspace is provided, in accordance with Policy LP35 (Mixed Use 
Economic Development on Economic Land), and where all other relevant criteria of this policy have 
been met; or 
 
2. there is no reasonable prospect of the site being used for the industrial and related purposes set out 
in Part A of this policy, as demonstrated through the submission of evidence that a full and proper 
marketing exercise of the site, for a period of at least 18 months, has been undertaken in line with the 
requirements set out at Appendix 1 of this Plan.” 
 
Policy LP35 provides further detail on the policy approach if route 1 above is proposed. In all 
circumstances, either full re-provision or intensification of existing industrial uses is required. Unite argue 
that, as per route 2 of part D. of policy LP34, where there is no reasonable prospect of the site being 
used for employment purposes in its entirety, a reduced provision can be supported under draft policy 
LP35. This would accord with paragraph 82(d) of the National Planning Policy Framework which states 
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that planning policies should “be flexible enough to accommodate needs not anticipated in the plan, 
allow for new and flexible working practices (such as live-work accommodation), and to enable a rapid 
response to changes in economic circumstances”.

Recommendation: Policy LP35 should be updated to support a reduction in employment floorspace as 
part of mixed-use schemes where it can be demonstrated that there is no reasonable prospect of the full 
quantum of existing floorspace being used for employment purposes in its entirety.

I trust the above representations are in order and look forward to confirmation of their safe receipt. Given 
the nature of our comments and the points and evidence raised throughout this representation in relation 
to a number of issues, I reserve the position to further amplify these representations and participate in 
the Examination in Public as necessary.

Please do not hesitate to contact myself or Daniel Botten should you 
have any queries or wish to discuss these.

Yours faithfully,

Matthew Roe
Director 
ROK Planning 
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APPENDIX A 

www.wsp.com

Draft 2018 London Plan – Cycle Storage Standards
Occupancy Research
DATE 02 March 2018 PREPARED BY OS

SUBJECT Transport Technical Note CHECKED BY: AF

INTRODUCTION AND OVERVIEW

WSP has been commissioned by UNITE to undertake a cycle storage demand research note in light of the draft 2018 
London Plan.  Across their London Estate UNITE experience very low demand for cycle storage.  UNITE is concerned 
that there is no justification for future increases in minimum standards within the draft London Plan and this will lead to 
further unnecessary unused space within their future redevelopment sites.

BACKGROUND

The GLA has provided the document ‘Cycle Parking – Part of the London Plan evidence base’ December 2017. It 
notes that the 2013 Early Minor Alterations to the London Plan included minimum standards for cycling for the first 
time, as it considered that student accommodation is essentially residential in nature and as such should be consistent 
with residential standards. Subsequently, the evidence base recognises that further alterations did not include similar 
rises in cycle parking for student accommodation as it included for residential. This, the evidence paper notes, means 
that not every student living in student accommodation could own a bicycle. It also recognises that since student 
accommodation does not include car parking, students have a limited budget, live in inner London and that cycling 
could potentially bring benefits and suitable for distances that they are likely to travel.

The draft London Plan proposes an amendment to the minimum cycle parking standards , based on the findings of the 
evidence, from the adopted London Plan standard of 1 cycle space for every two bedroom units to effectively one 
cycle space for every bed space. This is based on the following extracts of Table 10.2 of the Draft London Plan, 
where every studio unit requires a cycle parking space.    

Sui 
generis

As per most relevant other standard e.g. casino and theatre = D2, room in large-scale 
purpose-built shared living or student accommodation = studio C3.

C3-
C4

Dwellings 
(all)

1 space per studio, 1.5 spaces per 1 bedroom unit, 2 spaces per all other 
dwellings

PREVIOUS REPRESENTATIONS

UNITE prepared written representations in 2012 in response to the GLA proposing an introduction of minimum cycle 
parking standards within the London Plan.  The representations found that across the UNITE estate very little cycle 
parking was used, at around 3%.

An independent study was also undertaken in 2013 on behalf of Knightsbridge Student Housing Ltd and The Student 
Housing Company 2013 across England.  The Note reflected the findings of UNITE’s 2012 study, finding low cycle 
storage usage of around 1 to 6% across five sites and 14 sites in London with occupation from zero to 11%.
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Graph 1 demonstrates the cycle ownership across the 2012 and 2013 studies referred to above.

Graph 1- Cycle Storage Demand by Bed Spaces (% Ratio)

STUDY PURPOSE AND RESEARCH FINDINGS

This Note provides an update to the 2012 cycle occupancy data to identify current cycle storage usage and to identify 
whether there has been a general increase in cycle parking utilisation across their estate.

The Note then discusses the appropriateness of aligning student accommodation (Sui Generis land-use class) with 
residential land-use class.

UPDATED RESEARCH

UNITE has undertaken further surveys of their student accommodation sites to understand the present uptake of cycle 
utilisation across their estate.  The surveys were undertaken between the 1st to 7th February 2018.  The approach was 
to count the number of bicycles contained within their on-site cycle stores at 5am, timed to capture peak time for cycle 
storage requirements.  This included 26 of their London sites, providing representative data across their London 
Estate.
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SURVEY FINDINGS

The seven day maximum cycle storage demand across all 26 sites is illustrated by Graph 2 below.

A maximum average demand of 5% of cycle storage has been found across the 26 sites.  This equates to a demand 
of one cycle space per 20bedroom unit.  There was a maximum demand of 20% or 1 per 5 bedroom unit however, as 
graph 2 illustrates below this was limited to a single site, with the vast majority (90th percentile) ranging from 1 to 8%,
or 1 bicycle for every 11.5 bedroom unit.

Graph 2 – Cycle Storage Demand by Bed Spaces (% ratio)

In the last 6 years there has been a negligible increase in cycle storage requirements from 3 to 5% of bicycles stored 
per bed spaces.

Graph 3, provides an indication of the utilisation of the level of cycle store usage across the UNITE estate.  For 
example, one of the recently completed sites (Stapleton House) experienced a maximum demand of 43 cycles within 
the cycle store accommodating 430 cycle parking spaces.  This store would therefore continually experience 390 
empty cycle parking spaces.
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Graph 3:  Number of Cycle Parking Spaces Compared With Number of Parked Bicycles.

DISCUSSION

Given the consistent low level of cycle parking from 2012 to 2018 and the very low level of cycle parking demand that 
exists, it strongly indicates that the current level of cycle storage guidance at 1 per 2 bedroom unit is significantly over 
providing cycle storage capacity.

A further increase in minimum cycle standards to 1 per 1 is unnecessary and would be ineffective at seeking to 
increase cycling use and would lead to even greater levels of poorly utilised space. 
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LINKS TO RESIDENTIAL LAND-USE CLASS

The evidence provided by TfL in document referred to above states the rationale behind storage increase relies on 
bringing student accommodation (Sui Generis) more in line with residential land-use class (C3 land-use class).  
However, some of the differences in the two land-use classes have been identified which are likely to influence the
potential uptake in cycling between the two land-use classes.  These factors are summarised below:

 Student accommodation occupiers are more likely to be within a walking distance from their main journey 
destination and less likely to cycle.  Whereas residents are more likely to live further away from their 
destinations increasing the likelihood of cycling being attractive; 

 Student accommodation occupiers are more transient and there are barriers to transferring bicycles to 
place of study, particularly if studying abroad or reliant on public transport to travel to their student 
accommodation from  their home; and

 Student accommodation sites have zero car parking and occupiers are travelling sustainably from the 
outset, i.e. there is less scope for modal shift compared to residential.

SUGGESTED APPROACH

Given the above research it is evident that the level of cycle parking utilisation is consistently low.  As such, further 
increase in provision will be ineffective at encouraging future cycle growth.  All UNITE sites have ample cycle parking 
and there is not a lack of cycle parking creating a barrier to cycle ownership. Purpose built student accommodation is 
also typically built in areas of high public transport accessibility, providing an alternative to travelling by bicycle for 
destinations further afield.

If there is to be a policy change in relation to cycle parking, it should likely centre around:  allowing developers to be 
able to off-set cycle parking provision with other initiatives to encourage cycle ownership, such as contributions 
towards cycle hire / share initiatives.  These initiatives would be as an alternative to meeting current minimum London 
Plan cycle parking standards.  

There may be other barriers to cycle uptake amongst students that should be explored, such as safety and security 
issues associated with travel by bicycle or secure storage within higher education campuses .

It may be that cycle storage provision is agreed with the local planning authority on a case by case basis, with the 
provision based on likely demand.  This storage level would be based on factors such as, proximity to higher 
education, availability of public transport and experience of cycle parking demand at similar sites.

This more flexible approach would allow for alternative use for poorly utilised space, such as increase in student 
welfare and recreational facilities within the accommodation sites.
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Publication Consultation – Local Plan – Response Form 

Official 

 
Local Plan Review 

Consultation on the Publication Draft Local Plan 
 

10 January to 28 February 2022 

RESPONSE FORM 

The Council is inviting comments over a seven-week period on the Publication version of the 
Local Plan. 

The Draft Local Plan sets out a vision and spatial strategy to guide the development of the 
borough from 2023, when the Plan is anticipated to be adopted, to 2038.  It sets out key 
objectives for the borough, which are supported by planning policies, area strategies, and – 
at the smallest scale – detailed guidance for the development of specific sites.  Collectively, 
these identify where development should be targeted and set out how the borough’s 
neighbourhoods and places will change over the next 15 years. 

This consultation is the final opportunity to comment on the Local Plan before it is submitted 
to the Secretary of State for independent ’examination in public’.  At this stage in the plan-
making process, in accordance with the national guidance, consultation responses should 
focus on whether the Local Plan has been developed in compliance with the relevant legal 
and procedural requirements, including the duty to cooperate, and with the ‘soundness’ of 
the Plan.  Further detail on these concepts is provided in the accompanying guidance notes 
provided at the end of the form. 

How to respond 
 
Please read the consultation documents and other background information made available 
on the Local Plan website: http://www.wandsworth.gov.uk/draft-local-plan-publication 

You can respond by completing this form, either electronically using Word or as a print out, 
and sending it to the Council by: 

• Email to planningpolicy@wandsworth.gov.uk 

• Post to Planning Policy and Design, Environment and Community Services,  
Town Hall, Wandsworth High Street, Wandsworth, SW18 2PU. 

Alternatively, you can also make comments on the draft Local Plan online via our 
Consultation Portal, which is accessible at the website listed above. 

All responses must be received by 11.59pm on Monday 28 February 2022.  The 
consultation is open to everyone; however please note that responses will not be treated as 
confidential and those submitted anonymously will not be accepted. 

 

Publication Consultation – Local Plan – Response Form

Official 

Part A: Personal Details

1. Personal details* 2. Agent’s details (if applicable)

Title Mr.

First name Matthew

Last name Roe

Job title 
(where relevant)

Director

Organisation
(where relevant)

Unite Group Plc ROK Planning

Address C/O Agent 16 Upper Woburn Place
London

Postcode WC1H 0AF

Telephone

E-mail address
*If an agent is appointed, please complete only the title, name and organisation boxes for the respondent 
and complete the full contact details for the agent.

Part B: About You…
3. Please tell us about yourself or who you are responding on behalf of.

Do you live in the borough?  Yes No 

Do you work in the borough?  Yes No 

Do you run a business in the borough?  Yes No 

Are you a student in the borough?  Yes No 

Are you a visitor to the borough?  Yes No 

Data protection
Information provided in this form will be used fairly and lawfully and the Council will not knowingly do anything 
which may lead to a breach of the General Data Protection Regulation (GDPR) (2018).

All responses will be held by the London Borough of Wandsworth. They will be handled in accordance with the 
General Data Protection Regulation (GDPR) (2018). Responses will not be treated as confidential and will be 
published on our website and in any subsequent statements; however, personal details like address, phone 
number or email address will be removed.

For further details regarding your privacy please see the Council’s information published at:
www.wandsworth.gov.uk/privacy
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Part C: Your Response 

4. Do you consider the Local Plan is: 

4.1 Legally compliant Yes   No   

4.2 Sound Yes   No   

4.3 Complies with the duty to co-operate Yes   No   

Further information on these terms is included within the accompanying guidance note, which can be 
found at the end of the response form. 

If you have entered ‘No’ to 4.2, please continue with Q5.  Otherwise, please go to Q6. 

5. Do you think the Local Plan is unsound because it is not: 

(Please tick all that apply) 

5.1 Positively prepared    

5.2 Justified    

5.3 Effective    

5.4 Consistent with national policy    

6. Please give details of why you think the Local Plan is not legally compliant and/or is unsound 
and/or fails to comply with the duty to co-operate. 

Please make it clear which consultation document your comments relate to and, where 
applicable, please include the relevant policy name/number, the site allocation name/reference, 
the Policies Map change, and/or the paragraph number.  Please be as precise as possible. 

If you wish to provide comments in support of the legal compliance and/or soundness of the 
Local Plan, or its compliance with the duty to co-operate, please use this box to set out your 
comments. 

Please note your response should provide succinctly all the information, evidence and supporting 
information necessary to support / justify the response.  After this stage, further submission will only be 
at the request of the Inspector, based on the matters and issues they identify for examination. 

Please refer to the covering letter prepared by ROK Planning. 

      

      

      

      

      

      

Please continue on a separate sheet / expand the box if necessary. 
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7. Please set out the modification(s) you consider necessary to make the Local Plan legally 
compliant and sound, when considering any legal compliance or soundness matter you have 
identified at 5 above. 

Please note that non-compliance with the duty to co-operate is incapable of modification at 
examination. 

You will need to say why each modification will make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound. 
It will be helpful if you are able to put forward your suggested revised wording of any policy or 
text. Please be as precise as possible. 

Please note your response should provide succinctly all the information, evidence and supporting 
information necessary to support / justify the suggested change.  After this stage, further submission will 
only be at the request of the Inspector, based on the matters and issues they identify for examination. 

Please refer to the covering letter prepared by ROK Planning. 

Please continue on a separate sheet / expand the box if necessary. 

8. If you are seeking a modification to the plan, do you consider it necessary to participate in 
examination hearing session(s)? (Please tick box as appropriate) 

No, I do not wish to participate in hearing session(s)    

Yes, I wish to participate in hearing session(s)    

Please note that while this will provide an initial indication of your wish to participate in hearing 
session(s), you may be asked at a later point to confirm your request to participate. 

9. If you wish to participate in the hearing session(s), please outline why you consider this to be 
necessary: 

Please note the Inspector will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt to hear those who 
have indicated that they wish to participate in hearing session(s). You may be asked to confirm your 
wish to participate when the Inspector has identified the matters and issues for examination. 

Please refer to the covering letter prepared by ROK Planning. 

Please continue on a separate sheet / expand the box if necessary. 

If you are not on our consultation database and you respond to this consultation, your details 
will be added to the database. This allows us to contact you with updates on the progression of 
the Local Plan and other planning policy documents.  

If you do not wish to be added to our database or you would like your details to be removed, 
then please tick this box.  

Signature: 
For electronic 
responses a 
typed signature 
is acceptable. 
 

MatthewRoe 

 

Date: 24.02.2022 
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Local Plan Publication Consultation 

Guidance Notes to accompany the Representation Form 

Introduction 

1. The plan has been published by the Local Planning Authority [LPA] in order for representations to be made on it 
before it is submitted for examination by a Planning Inspector. The Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004, as 
amended [PCPA] states that the purpose of the examination is to consider whether the plan complies with the relevant 
legal requirements, including the duty to co-operate, and is sound. The Inspector will consider all representations on 
the plan that are made within the period set by the LPA. 

2. To ensure an effective and fair examination, it is important that the Inspector and all other participants in the 
examination process are able to know who has made representations on the plan. The LPA will therefore ensure that 
the names of those making representations can be made available (including publication on the LPA’s website) and 
taken into account by the Inspector. 

Legal Compliance 

3. You should consider the following before making a representation on legal compliance: 

• The plan should be included in the LPA’s current Local Development Scheme [LDS] and the key stages set 
out in the LDS should have been followed. The LDS is effectively a programme of work prepared by the LPA, 
setting out the plans it proposes to produce. It will set out the key stages in the production of any plans which 
the LPA proposes to bring forward for examination. 

• The process of community involvement for the plan in question should be in general accordance with the 
LPA’s Statement of Community Involvement [SCI] (where one exists). The SCI sets out the LPA’s strategy 
for involving the community in the preparation and revision of plans and the consideration of planning 
applications. 

• The LPA is required to provide a Sustainability Appraisal [SA] report when it publishes a plan. This should 
identify the process by which SA has been carried out, and the baseline information used to inform the 
process and the outcomes of that process. SA is a tool for assessing the extent to which the plan, when 
judged against reasonable alternatives, will help to achieve relevant environmental, economic and social 
objectives. 

• The plan should be in general conformity with the London Plan. 

• The plan should comply with all other relevant requirements of the PCPA and the Town and Country Planning 
(Local Planning) (England) Regulations 2012, as amended [the Regulations]. 

Duty to Co-operate 

4. You should consider the following before making a representation on compliance with the duty to co-operate: 

• Section 33A of the PCPA requires the LPA to engage constructively, actively and on an ongoing basis with 
neighbouring authorities and certain other bodies over strategic matters during the preparation of the plan. 
The LPA will be expected to provide evidence of how they have complied with the duty. 

• Non-compliance with the duty to co-operate cannot be rectified after the submission of the plan. Therefore, 
the Inspector has no power to recommend modifications in this regard. Where the duty has not been complied 
with, the Inspector cannot recommend adoption of the plan. 
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Soundness 

5. The tests of soundness are set out in paragraph 35 of the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF). Plans are 
sound if they are: 

• Positively prepared – providing a strategy which, as a minimum seeks to meet the area’s objectively 
assessed needs, and is informed by agreements with other authorities, so that unmet need from neighbouring 
authorities is accommodated where it is practical to do so and is consistent with achieving sustainable 
development; 

• Justified – an appropriate strategy, taking into account the reasonable alternatives, and based on 
proportionate evidence; 

• Effective - deliverable over the plan period and based on effective joint working on cross-boundary strategic 
matters that have been dealt with rather than deferred, as evidenced by the statement of common ground; 
and 

• Consistent with national policy – enabling the delivery of sustainable development in accordance with the 
policies in the NPPF. 

6. If you think the content of the plan is not sound because it does not include a policy on a particular issue, you 
should go through the following steps before making representations: 

• Is the issue with which you are concerned already covered specifically by national planning policy (or the 
London Plan)? If so, does not need to be included? 

• Is the issue with which you are concerned already covered by another policy in this plan? 

• If the policy is not covered elsewhere, in what way is the plan unsound without the policy? 

•  If the plan is unsound without the policy, what should the policy say? 

General advice 

7. If you wish to make a representation seeking a modification to the plan or part of the plan you should set out clearly 
in what way you consider the plan or part of the plan is legally non-compliant or unsound, having regard as 
appropriate to the soundness criteria in paragraph 5 above. Your representation should be supported by evidence 
wherever possible. It will be helpful if you also say precisely how you think the plan should be modified. 

8. You should provide succinctly all the evidence and supporting information necessary to support your 
representation and your suggested modification. You should not assume that you will have a further opportunity to 
make submissions. Any further submissions after the plan has been submitted for examination may only be made if 
invited by the Inspector, based on the matters and issues he or she identifies. 

9. Where groups or individuals share a common view on the plan, it would be helpful if they would make a single 
representation which represents that view, rather a large number of separate representations repeating the same 
points. In such cases the group should indicate how many people it is representing and how the representation has 
been authorised. 

10. Please consider carefully how you would like your representation to be dealt with in the examination: whether 
you are content to rely on your written representation, or whether you wish to take part in hearing session(s). Only 
representors who are seeking a change to the plan have a right to be heard at the hearing session(s), if they so 
request. In considering this, please note that written and oral representations carry the same weight and will be given 
equal consideration in the examination process. 
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CYCLE PARKING TECHNICAL NOTE 
2 QUEEN CAROLINE STREET, HAMMERSMITH 

Proposed Student Accommodation 

Date: June 2024 Ref: 6736/TN05/2024 

1 INTRODUCTION 

1.1 RGP is instructed to provide highways and transport input in support of the proposals at 2 
Queen Caroline Street, Hammersmith, London, W6 9DX (“the site”).  The proposals comprise 
the redevelopment of the exiting building to deliver a 179-bedroom student 
accommodation scheme with community space at ground floor. 

1.2 The applicant team has held several pre-application meetings and workshops with LBHF 
and two meetings with the GLA.  Initially, the proposed scheme was ground plus 15 storeys 
(with no set backs) and was proposed to deliver 220 student beds.  The scheme is retaining 
the existing basement and the intention on the larger scheme was to provide cycle parking 
at part basement level and first floor level. 

1.3 Following several workshops with design and planning officers it has been agreed to reduce 
the scheme in scale to ground plus 13 storeys (with the top two floors substantially set-back).  
This has led to a drop in room numbers proposed from 220 to 179 rooms (41 rooms or approx. 
20% reduction in room numbers).  To facilitate this loss of rooms, the areas available for back-
of-house areas including cycle spaces have become reduced. 

1.4 The applicant is still able to accommodate space for cycles within the basement, but the 
first-floor location previously identified for cycle spaces is now required to be used for rooms 
to avoid further reduction in room numbers to ensure the scheme is deliverable. As a result, 
the total quantum of on-site cycle spaces has reduced to levels below the typical London 
Plan cycle parking standards. 

1.5 It should be noted that discussions with Hammersmith & Fulham Council and the GLA have 
been undertaken and it is understood they were generally receptive to the principle of a 
relaxation below the typical London Plan cycle parking standards to facilitate the reduced 
scale of development. This is due to the typically low usage of cycle parking facilities at 
student accommodation and the locational characteristics of the site, further analysis of 
which is provided herein. 

 

 

 

2 Queen Caroline Street, Hammersmith 2 
6736/TN05/2024  
June 2024  

1.6 As background, it is notable that the site is highly accessible by a range of sustainable 
transport modes, including extensive bus and tube services, as demonstrated by its PTAL 
rating of 6b (the highest PTAL achievable).  

2 CYCLE PARKING 

London Plan Standards 

2.1 Table 10.2 of the London Plan confirms cycle parking standards for student accommodation 
should be provided at:  

•• 0.75 spaces per bedroom – long-stay. 

•• One space per 40 bedroom – short-stay. 

2.2 Application of the above standards to the proposals would require: 

•• 135 long-stay spaces. 

•• Five short-stay spaces. 

Proposed Parking Provision 

2.3 The current proposals will provide a slightly reduced level of long-stay cycle parking at: 

•• 96 long-stay spaces. 

•• Five short-stay spaces. 

2.4 The proposed long-stay quantum represents provision at 0.54 spaces per bedroom, a 
relaxation of the London Plan standard (by 39 spaces), with this note prepared to 
demonstrate the appropriateness of the proposed quantum. 

3 USER PROFILE 

3.1 The Transport Classification of Londoners is a multi-modal customer segmentation tool 
developed by Transport for London that has been designed to categorise Londoners on the 
basis of the travel choice they make, and the motivations for making those decisions. The 
Transport Classification of Londoners has nine high level tier segments, and for the purpose 
of this Note, the ‘Students & Graduates’ segment has been considered.  
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3.2 The summary of travel for the Students & Graduates segment confirms “car use low so rely 
on public transport and active modes for travel, particularly bus and walk.” It is also notable 
that “Students & Graduates” are the largest segment in the borough of Hammersmith and 
Fulham.  

3.3 It is important to note that students at the proposed development would undertake virtually 
all journeys using sustainable modes, since there would be no on-site car parking and 
typically their ultimate destination (e.g. their place of study) would be relatively close to the 
site. Therefore, there is limited scope for modal shift as journeys will be undertaken using 
sustainable modes regardless of the precise on-site cycle parking quantum.  

3.4 The TRICS data presented within RGP’s transport scoping note indicates that, based on 
recent surveys of comparable student accommodation sites, approximately 52% of 
journeys would be undertaken on foot and just 2-3% of journeys would be undertaken using 
bikes. Whilst the site operator and Travel Plan measures would seek to increase the 
proportion of cycle journeys, it is exceptionally unlikely that 75% of residents would cycle 
regularly. 

3.5 The National Union of Students (NUS) ‘Students, Bicycles and Cycling’ survey researched 
student experiences of and attitudes towards cycling. NUS surveys into the general barriers 
to students cycling identified that “concern about road safety”, “too many things to carry” 
and “too much traffic / traffic too fast”, were the top three reasons given by students. This 
was followed by weather conditions, attitudes to cycling, lack of bike ownership and ease 
of travel. It is noted that “nowhere to store a bike where I live” was not a common barrier 
to students cycling. 

4 OCCUPANCY OF CYCLE STORES IN STUDENT ACCOMMODATION 

4.1 Recent research by ROK Planning which has assessed the usage of cycle stores within 
existing fully operational student accommodation blocks identifies “the maximum average 
demand for cycle parking storage is 5% of bed places”. This figure was established by a 
comprehensive survey of 26x Unite Student accommodation buildings and 14x other 
student accommodation operators across London over recent years. 

4.2 Application of the above maximum average demand would equate to one cycle parking 
space being utilised per 20 students, significantly below that stated in the London Plan, and 
would equate to the provision of nine cycle parking spaces occupied at the proposals. 

4.3 It is therefore evident that the proposed long-stay cycle provision would be well in excess 
of these typical requirements. This would result in ample spare capacity for those residents 
that do want / chose to own and store their bike on-site. 
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4.4 This is therefore considered an appropriate balance to ensure there is not an overprovision 
of cycle parking, since this would result in the loss of floorspace which could provide 
addition student bedrooms or the loss of an active frontage (i.e. amenity space) which 
could contribute to a mixed and inclusive neighbourhood, in line with Policy H15 of the 
London Plan. 

5 DOCKLESS BIKE SHARE FACILITIES 

5.1 It is noted that dockless hire bikes are becoming increasingly appealing in London and 
particularly to young people such as students. These are therefore likely to be attractive 
alternatives to a proportion of student residents within the development. 

5.2 CoMoUK defines bike share as “any scheme where bikes or e-bikes are available to multiple 
users. The most common model of this in the UK is public bike share where bikes or e-bikes 
are provided self-service on-street at docking or parking stations or ‘dockless’ i.e. free 
floating.” 

5.3 CoMoUK confirm there is a fleet of over 33,000 bike share cycles in London, operated by:  

•• Beryl.  

•• Forest.  

•• Lime. 

•• Santander Cycles. 

•• Tier.  

5.4 The relatively short duration of tenancies (i.e. maximum of 1 year) and high proportion of 
residents being new to a city / moving from abroad, results in lower-than-average 
ownership as it is unviable / unattractive for many students, compounded by maintenance 
and ‘kit’ (i.e. safety and security) costs.  

5.5 Bike share provides an alternative to ownership for students, with CoMoUK research 
confirming that “all age groups under 35 combined represent a majority of bike share users 
(52%)”, with the most common regular trip purpose for commuting to or from work or school. 

5.6 It is considered these types of dockless bike services represent an attractive and cost-
effective way for students to commute to their usual place of study. 

5.7 Through various site visits it is evident there are consistently a significant number of dockless 
hire bikes available within the local area, as illustrated in the below photograph from 23rd 
April 2024 at 3pm. 
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Photograph 1.  Dockless Lime Bikes at Queen Caroline Street 

5.8 Such bikes may therefore be attractive to student residents in lieu of bicycle ownership and 
on-site storage. An indication of typical availability from one of the leading dockless hire 
bike companies is provided below, recorded from their app during a weekday morning. 

 
Figure 1. Typical Lime Bike Availability in the Site Vicinity (weekday 10am) 
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5.9 As shown above, there is ample opportunity for students to utilise these hire bikes within the 
vicinity of the site, which would likely be an attractive alternative to bicycle ownership for 
many students. 

6 MEASURES TO PROMOTE CYCLING 

6.1 Whilst the proposals contain a level of cycle parking lower than the London Plan standards, 
cycling would nonetheless be promoted to residents. This would be supported by 
appropriate Travel Plan measures, including provision of on-site cycle maintenance 
equipment, safety equipment, specific cycle events, opportunities for cycle training and 
cycle route information. 

7 RECENTLY ADOPTED CO-LIVING GUIDANCE 

7.1 The GLA’s recently adopted Large-Scale Purpose-Built Shared Living Guidance allows some 
flexibility in the application of the London Plan cycle standards. It stipulates that shared 
bicycle schemes can be acceptable in lieu of some on-site cycle parking given the 
demographic of users and managed nature of these buildings. 

7.2 Whilst the application is for a different use type, purpose-built student accommodation and 
co-living are very similar in nature and hence similar principles are considered to apply to 
both. On this basis, it is considered that a slight reduction in on-site cycle storage could also 
be appropriate for the proposed student accommodation use in light of the site 
characteristics and analysis contained in this note. 

7.3 Given the significant availability of dockless cycles in the vicinity of the site, it is not 
considered that an on-site communal bike facility would be particularly beneficial to 
residents of this development. 

8 SUMMARY 

8.1 This Note demonstrates that a relaxation of the typical London Plan cycle parking standards 
could be facilitated at this development site for the following principal reasons: 

•• Cycle usage amongst students is typically low, with the overprovision of cycle parking 
resulting in a loss of floorspace which could be put to a more effective and efficient 
use. 

•• Surveys of student accommodation have demonstrated that the typical demand for 
cycle parking storage is less than 5% of bed places, application of this figure to the 
proposals would equate to the of nine cycle parking spaces. 

•• Those of student age represent the largest demographic of bike share users, providing 
an attractive and cost-effective way of commuting to their usual place of study, 
without the commitment of ownership, maintenance and kit costs.  
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•• There is ample provision of dockless cycle hires within the immediate vicinity of the site. 
These types of bicycles tend to be attractive to the student demographic and therefore 
provide a genuine alternative that would further reduce the demand for on-site cycle 
storage. 

•• A range of travel planning measures would be implemented to encourage and 
facilitate cycling. 

8.2 RGP and the applicant team welcome Officers’ further feedback on the above. 
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