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About the G15 

The G15 is the group of London’s largest housing associations. Our members house one in ten 

Londoners and own or manage more than 600,000 homes across the country. We’re independent, 

charitable organisations and all the money we make is reinvested in building more affordable homes 

and delivering services for our residents. Each G15 member is different, but we’re all striving towards 

the same goal – to solve the capital’s housing crisis and improve the lives of Londoners. 

https://g15.london/ 

 

Introduction 

The G15 supports the government’s intention to raise accessibility standards in new homes. As 

London’s largest housing associations, we are experienced in delivering homes to the higher M4(2) 

standard, which the London Plan requires for 90% of new homes. We also have experience 

delivering homes outside of London at the lower M4(1) standard. We believe that flexibility in 

certain cases is critical for avoiding negative impacts on supply and affordability. We therefore 

support achieving enhanced accessibility by raising the national minimum standard, with means to 

address situations where this raised standard threatens viability or affordability.   

 

Q3. Do you support the Government’s intention to raise accessibility standards of new homes?  

Yes. Raising accessibility standards is an effective way to ensure more accessible and adaptable 

homes are built, suitable for use by everyone throughout their lifetime. 

 

Q4. Which of the 5 options do you support? You can choose more than one option or none. Please 

explain your reasons, including the advantages and disadvantages of your preferred option(s).  

We support options 2 and 4 with certain critical caveats set out below. We support these options for 

two main reasons: 

• These options achieve enhanced accessibility by raising the national minimum standard, 

which creates a level playing field where all types of developers, operating in all areas and 

across all tenures, face the same expectations regarding accessibility. Raising the standards 

at new build stage also removes the need for costly and disruptive retrofits later on. 

• These options also allow for means to address situations in which the requirement to build 

to M4(2) could make some sites unviable, thus negatively impacting the supply of new 

housing, or lead to unaffordable service charges or house prices. 

There are a number of M4(2) requirements that would threaten viability or affordability at certain 

schemes, including the requirement for larger floor areas and wider parking spaces, and the 

requirement for a lift in low-rise blocks of flats. Figures from Notting Hill Genesis illustrate this 

problem. NHG estimate that the cost of installing one lift is £75,000, and that lifts need replacing at 

the same cost every 10-15 years. They also estimate that the annual service charge to maintain one 

lift is circa £1,500. In a block with only six homes this would mean annual service charges of £250 per 

household for the lift, in addition to other service charges. These additional costs could clearly 

threaten viability or affordability.  

https://g15.london/
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The caveats to our support for these options are: 

• Ad hoc exceptions to M4(2) could be costly in administrative terms, and could open the door 

to prolonged negotiations between developers and planning authorities, both of which 

should be avoided. These problems could be solved by rules-based exceptions, which would 

exempt all schemes of certain types from M4(2). The relevant types of scheme would be 

those where M4(2) is likely to threaten viability or unaffordability – for example, low rise 

blocks of flats containing a small number of homes. 

• M4(1) is too low a standard to apply in cases which should be exempt from M4(2). Schemes 

exempt from M4(2) should therefore meet an enhanced M4(1) which contains the essential 

accessible features of M4(2).   

We would like to work with MHCLG on developing these caveats in detail, i.e. determining the rules 

for the exceptions, and establishing the enhanced version of M4(1).  

 

The advantage of option 4 is that it presents the opportunity to completely harmonise national 

standards with the London Plan, which involves a 10% quota for M4(3). This would create maximum 

consistency and simplicity. The evidence from Habinteg mentioned in paragraph 30 of the 

consultation document also suggests that quotas for M4(3) homes may be developed and 

implemented at some but not all local authorities, if there is no national quota. 

However, there are also advantages to the more localised approach of option 2. The fixed 

percentage approach of option 4 presents the risk of cases where the supply of homes built to M4(3) 

exceeds the local need. This should be avoided because building to M4(3) is more costly, and 

because such homes can be harder to sell, with negative impacts on the delivery of shared 

ownership and private sale.   

 

There is one final point relating to these options which the government should consider. In the case 

of houses and maisonettes, M4(2) can disrupt the layout of the ground floor given the requirement 

for a larger WC/cloakroom. The larger WC/cloakroom can be difficult to satisfactorily locate on the 

ground floor – locating it at the front of the house can make the living/kitchen/dining room single 

aspect, and the alternatives of placing it between the kitchen and living room, or directly off a 

habitable room, are also undesirable.  

 

Q5. If you answered ‘None’ to Q4, do you think the Government should take a different approach? If 

yes, please explain what approach you consider favourable and why?  

N/A 

 

Q6. Do you agree with the estimated additional cost per dwelling of meeting M4(2), compared to 

current industry standards, in paragraph 45? If no, please comment on what you estimate these 

costs to be and how you would expect these costs to vary between types of housing e.g. detached, 

semidetached or flats? Please provide any evidence to support your answers.  
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We are doubtful that this estimate is correct, and request that government produce a more detailed 

cost analysis before changing the standards.  

We cannot offer an alternative estimate using our own data since there are too many variables to 

control for, e.g. home size, type, and location. However, in scenarios where building to M4(2) would 

require the inclusion of lifts and parking spaces which would otherwise not be required, we would 

expect these extra costs to mean the difference per unit is greater than £1,400. This is borne out in 

the figures provided by Notting Hill Genesis mentioned above.  

Peabody estimate build costs at £2,800 per square metre in London, which would mean that the 

£1,400 cost estimate is too low for London.  

In addition, building to M4(2) rather than M4(1) can have implications for land costs, which do not 

seem to have been included in the government’s estimate. For houses and maisonettes, individual 

plot widths would need to increase to accommodate the larger ground floor WC/cloakroom required 

by M4(2).   

Finally, the cost of building to M4(2) instead of M4(1) should take into account not only build and 

land costs, but also opportunity costs where building to M4(2) reduces the number of homes 

deliverable at a site (e.g. due to larger floor plans or the requirement to include a lift). It is unclear 

whether the government’s cost estimate includes opportunity costs.  

 

Q7. Do you agree with the proportion of new dwellings already meeting or exceeding M4(2) over 

the next ten years in paragraph 45? If no, please comment on your alternative view and how you 

would expect this to vary between types of housing e.g. detached, semi-detached or flats? Please 

provide any evidence to support your answers  

We are unsure if this estimate is correct. The proportion will be much higher in London than in the 

rest of England, given the London Plan. In fact, London will skew the national figure, so even if this is 

an accurate national figure, the figure for the rest of England will be below 10%.  

It is also worth noting that this estimate seems to run counter to the results of the 2018 survey 

quoted in the consultation document, revealing local authorities’ experience of targets for accessible 

housing in their areas being watered down or waived entirely at the viability appraisal stage. 

 

Q8. Do you have any comments on the costs and benefits of the other options set out above? If yes, 

please provide your comments including any evidence to support your response.  

No other comments.  

 

Q9. Do you have any comments on the initial equality impact assessment? If yes, please provide 

your comments including any evidence to further determine the positive and any negative impacts.  

Yes. We agree with the assessment that increasing accessibility will have a positive impact on the 

protected characteristics of age and disability.  
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For more information, please contact: 

 

Michael Thorne 

Research and Policy Analyst, Network Homes  

michael.thorne@networkhomes.org.uk 

0208 782 4329 

 

Reuben Young 

Research and Policy Manager, Network Homes 

reuben.young@networkhomes.org.uk 

0208 782 4393 

 


