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1.  Introduction
Inclusion London welcomes the opportunity to response the Housing standards review consultation at:  https://www.gov.uk/government/consultations/housing-standards-review-consultation
Inclusion London is not expert in housing but we have responded to this consultation because we are aware that many disabled people are struggling with inaccessible accommodation that does not meet their needs.  Also the demand for accessible housing is likely to rise steeply with an ageing population.  
Inclusion London has only responded to key questions, but we support Habinteg’s response to the whole consultation. 

Inclusion London

Inclusion London is a London-wide organisation which promotes equality for London’s Deaf and disabled people and provides capacity-building support for Deaf and disabled people’s organisations in London

Disabled people 

There are: 

· 11.5 million people in the UK who are covered by the disability provisions set out in the Equality Act. This is 19 per cent of the population
.  

· Approximately 1.4 million disabled people are living in London

· 60% of people aged 65 and over say they have a long-term condition, compared with 17% of those aged under 40
.  
· The number of older disabled people in England is projected to grow from approximately 2.3 million in 2002 to approximately 4.6 million in 2041, an increase of 98%
;

Housing

· One in three households with a disabled person live in non-decent accommodation

· 52% of people with impairments in the UK have difficulties with accessing rooms within the home, because of stairs or a lack of ramps or stair lifts in the home, approximately 41% have difficulty getting out of their homes because of the same barriers
.

· There are only 533,000 specialist houses for older people in England and most older and older disabled people will continue to live in mainstream housing
.

2. Inclusion London’s response
Over half of disabled people have difficulties access rooms within their own home so there is a huge unmet need for accessible housing. This demand is likely to rise steeply in the future as the population ages to the point there is 4.6 million older people in 2041 and with 60% of people over the age of 65 saying they have a long term condition. So it is vitally important that accessible housing is seen as a part of mainstream build,rather than a niche need for a small section of the population.
Inclusion London supports the provision of National Housing Standards if they:

· Provide equivalent or enhanced access standards compared with  existing standards

· Provide the minimum required standard, while allowing for local schemes containing higher access standards to meet local need.
· Are enforceable
Q1: Which of the options (A, B or C) set out above do you prefer? Please provide reasons for your answers

Of the three strategic options offered Inclusion London prefers option C and as a second preference, option B, providing the process of integration did not lead to any compromise on access standards and that the standards are adequate in content and are able to be enforced by planning authorities. We also propose that a good access standard (Lifetime Homes or at least Level 2) becomes the basic design standard for all new developments, incorporated into Building Standards now or in the future.

	Q2: Do you agree that there should be a group to keep the nationally described standards under review? 

Yes, Inclusion London agrees with establishing a group to keep any national standards under review. However, it is vital that the group members include disabled people and representatives of organisations with professional and user expertise in accessible housing.   Funding to ensure that all aspects of the running of the group is accessible to disabled members, needs to be available
Sufficient funding is also needed to enable the group to assess homes that are built to the new standards, to see if any issues arise and research these issues when appropriate. 


Q3 Do you agree that the proposed standards available for housing should not differ between affordable and private sector housing?

Over all disabled people in London are more likely to live in rented accommodation and are more likely to rent from the council
, but a greater proportion of housing that is unsuitable for disabled people is found in the privately rented sector
, 

Also there is a growing need for accessible housing in both the rented and owner-occupier markets for older people, as three quarters of all older households are owner-occupiers and most own outright, while 18 per cent are social housing tenants and 6 per cent private sector tenants
.With the number of older people in England is projected to grow approximately from 2.3 million in 2002 to about 4.6 million in 2041, demand for accessible housing can only grow.
Therefore we agree that good access standards are needed across all housing sectors, as research shows there is inadequate supply of accessible propertiesacross privately rented properties, social housing and owner occupy properties
. 
Q4: We would welcome feedback on the estimates we have used in the impact assessment to derive the total number of homes incorporating each standard, for both the ‘do nothing’ and ‘option 2’ alternatives. We would welcome any evidence, or reasons, for any suggested changes, so these can be incorporated into the final impact assessment.

Inclusion London agrees with Habinteg that:
· The standards are a mandatory minimum;

· Local authorities can go further to meet need (e.g. needs of those with dementia or particular wheelchair user’ needs);

· Space standards are consulted upon and introduced for housing above and beyond access criteria.

3.2 Access Q&A

Q5: Do you agree that minimum requirements for accessibility should be maintained in Building Regulations?

Yes, Inclusion London agreesthat the minimum requirements for accessibility should be maintained in Building Regulations
We are concerned that these access standards are not treated as ‘Red Tape’ but seen instead as an baseline standard to address the lack of  accessible housing in current stock and the projected increase in demand due to an ageing population. 
Q6: a) Is up-front investment in accessibility the most appropriate way to address housing needs?

Yes, ensuring that new build housing is accessible from the outset is the most cost-effective and efficient, as the evidence below indicates: 
The Department for Communities and Local Government (DCLG) report ‘Assessing the health benefits of Lifetime Homes’, showed that the total additional cost of incorporating Lifetime Homes Standard was £547 in new build while adapting properties once built is much higher: The average Disabled Facilities Grant  is £5,191.  According to the DCLG report 720,000 households in the private sector or renting from housing associations in England require accessibility adaptations, around half would be eligible for the grant making the total payable (at 2005 prices) would be £1.9 billion.
b) Should requirements for higher levels of accessibility be set in proportion to local need through planning policy?

Inclusion London recommends that the system in London, where all new housing is built to Lifetime Homes standards, with 10 per cent to wheelchair accessible/adaptable standard is followed on a national basis.  We believe this is the best way forward, considering the growing numbers of people with impairments.
To ensure the rising demand for accessible housing is met we suggest that housing developers and Local authorities provide evidence that there is less need for accessible housing in areas outside London before a different standard is adopted.  Government would need to provide guidance on the best way to conduct such research.   
Q7: Do you agree in principle with the working group’s proposal to development of a national set of accessibility standards consisting of a regulatory baseline, and optional higher standards consisting of an intermediate and wheelchair accessible standard? Y/N

Inclusion London agrees with Habinteg, that the key issue is whether any standards or regulation arising from this consultation will lead to the building of more accessible homes. 

The basic accessible features of Lifetime Homes criteria are essential and Inclusion London would agree with these being incorporated into Building Standards as a regulatory baseline, but strongly recommend that it is compulsory that the London standard is followed; so that 10 per cent is built to wheelchair accessible/or adaptable standard rather than having an optional higher standard. This would help ensure that the rising demand for accessible housing can be met in the future. 
National Standards should set a basic level of provision withlocal areas given the freedom to develop higher standards in answer to demand in the local population. 
Q8: Do you agree with the costs and assumptions set out in the accompanying impact assessment? Specifically we would like your views on the following:
a. Do you agree with the estimated unit costs of Lifetime Homes? If not we would appreciate feedback as to what you believe the unit cost of complying with Lifetime Homes is.
b. Do you consider our estimates for the number of homes which incorporate Lifetime Homes to be accurate? If respondents do not consider our estimate is reasonable we would appreciate feedback indicating how many authorities you believe are requiring Lifetime Homes standards. 

c. Do you agree with the figures and assumptions made to derive the extra over cost of incorporating (sic) Wheelchair Housing Design Guide? If not we would welcome feedback along with evidence so that we can factor this into our final analysis.
d. Do you have evidence of requirements for and the costs (sic) other wheelchair standards which we have not estimated? We would appreciate the estimated costs of complying with the standard and how it impacts properties.

e. Do you consider our estimates for the number of homes which incorporate wheelchair standards to be accurate (in the ‘do nothing’ and ‘option 2’ alternatives). (sic) If you do not consider the estimate to be reasonable, please could you indicate how many authorities you believe require wheelchair standards. (sic)
Inclusion London supports Habinteg’s response to these questions but would like to emphasise that long term financial savings can be made by providing accessible housing, because it can: -

· speed up hospital discharge after treatment for a temporary impairment.

·  reduce calls on expensive health and care and support/residential care because accessible housing enables disabled people and older people to remain independent in their own home for longer, so participation in the community through both employment and voluntary work is possible, which in turn promotes health and wellbeing, resulting in a reduced call on health and care services. 

· Disabled people who are able to take up an employment offer because accessible housing is available are less likely to call on support from the welfare benefits system. 

· accessible new build is less expensive than making adaptions to existing housing, as mentioned above. 

Unfortunately these savings are often not considered and accessible housing is wrongly seen as an expensive option for a small segment of the population. 

Q10: Do you agree that level 3 properties should be capped in order to ensure local viability calculations remain balanced?

If yes, at what level should the cap be set?

Inclusion London believes the needs of the local community’s need for accessible housing should take precedence over other demands, such as the return to investors.  
As mentioned above, we recommend that the that the system in London where all new housing is built to Lifetime Homes standards, with 10 per cent to wheelchair accessible or adaptable standard is followed on a national basis.   
If Local authorities wish to do otherwise it should necessary to carry out robust research to evidence the need for wheelchair accessible housing in their area.
Q11: If a cap were to be adopted should it, in principle:

a. Vary across tenure?

b. Be flat across tenure?

Inclusion London supports Habinteg’s response below:

Local authorities should be free to establish the appropriate amount of Level 3 provision in each tenure type as best fits their detailed knowledge of local needs. 
Q12: To what extent would you support integration of all three levels of the working group’s proposed access standard in to Building regulations with higher levels being ‘regulated options’? Please provide reasons for your answer if possible.

a. Fully support

b. Neither support or oppose.

c. Oppose

Inclusion London supports Habinteg’s response to this question:  
Habinteg’s concern is whether new standards will lead to more accessible housing being built. In principle we favour all new homes being built to Lifetime Homes standard (or an equivalent agreed via this consultation) except for a proportion built to a standard suitable for immediate occupation by a wheelchair user.

We also agree with Habinteg that the principled goal would be for Lifetime Homes or an acceptable standard based on the consultation document’s Level 2 option, to form the baseline for new homes and this to be in building regulations. If this is not agreed, we support 3 levels in building regulations, alongside adequate and ambitious targets for supply and good regulation. 

Also that we would: 

a) Seek to ensure the maximum number of local authorities plan for all new development to be to Level 2 standard, with exceptions requiring evidence to be presented as to why this is not needed, and with 10 per cent to wheelchair user standard; 

b) Support monitoring and regulation to ensure that building is delivered to acceptable and agreed standards.
Q13: Would you support government working with industry to promote space labelling of new homes?

Access labelling rather Space labelling would be of more practical use to disabled people.  To be accessible for wheelchair users adequate space is needed for turning and manoeuvring around  furniture or installations, so large but narrow rooms may be totally unsuitable for wheelchairs, while a small flat may be suitable because it has wide turning spaces.
Access labelling, if it is clear and consistent would be useful for disabled people, looking for to move into different accommodation.
Q14: Do you agree with this suggested simple approach to space labelling?

Inclusion London supports the following response from Habinteg:  

Habinteg is concerned that this approach will do nothing to improve the supply of accessible homes, which is our main objective. Supply is the main problem, not demand as suggested at paragraph 113, for example.

Q15: If not, what alternative approach would you propose? 

Q16: Would you support requirements for space labelling as an alternative to imposing space standards on new development?

Inclusion London is shocked at this suggestion, as labelling is not at alternative to compulsory space standards, because merely labelling property does not increase the provision of accessible housing, which is much needed by disabled people.    

Q17: Would you support the introduction of a benchmark against which the space labelling of new properties is rated? Please give reasons for your answer.

Inclusion London support Habinteg’s response below:

This question seems to ask whether it would be a good idea to benchmark actually existing space in a property against a ‘minimum recommended space standard’ (paragraph 124). This would require a space standard to have been introduced. We agree with this. 

Q18: Which of the following best represents your view? Please provide reasons for your views.
a. Local authorities should not be allowed to impose space standards (linked to access standards) on new development.

b. Local authorities should only be allowed to require space standards (linked to access standards) for affordable housing.

c. Local authorities should be allowed to require space standards (linked to access standards) across all tenures.

Inclusion London supports Habinteg’s response below:

Habinteg does not agree with the premise of the question: we propose space standards be discussed on their merits and not only if they are linked to access. Habinteg acknowledges the evidenced-based case made for minimum space standards
.
Habinteg proposes this case is consulted upon in a rounded and detailed manner leading, we hope, to national minimum space standards supported by regulation. 

Instead, options a. to c. all link space standards to access standards. The consultation document does not present an evidence base against minimum space standards in their own right. Proposing them linked only to access risks incorporating mistaken assumptions both about space and access. These risk entrenching unfounded prejudice about the cost of accessibility and discouraging the building of accessible housing. 

Mistaken assumptions about space include the suggestion that any minimum space standards – such as the modest standards already used in London – will render building unaffordable. The document does not present evidence for this. 
Another problem is that if the consultation is to result in national standards with which all local authorities must comply, then making space standards possible only if linked to access suggests that the good practice on space standards currently implemented in some areas will have to stop. This impact is underlined in paragraph 187 and table 44 of the impact assessment, which states that in relation to current private housing space standards: ‘the proposed standards are in some cases greater than current areas in England and in some cases smaller’. 

As stated in section 4.1 above, adequate space standards make delivering inclusive design easier, and good space is certainly essential for wheelchair user standard housing. However, good, inclusive design is crucial even where space is at a premium. Linking additional space only to access blurs the case for both – which overlap, but also stand independently. This point appears to be highlighted by evidence in the impact assessment. Table 37 shows that the average size of a 2 bedroom house in London – where space standards apply under the London Plan and Housing Supplementary Planning Guidance – to be 83m², while the average size of the same size Lifetime Home is shown as 73m².

Q19: Do you think a space standard is necessary (when linked to access standards), and would you support in principle the development of a national space standard for use by local authorities across England?

Inclusion London would support the development of a nation space standard for use by local authorities across England, but we agree with Habinteg that this should not necessarily be linked to access standards, for the reasons Habinteg gives below:
Habinteg, based on the evidence, supports the development of a national space standard for use by local authorities across England. We do not agree that this should be solely applicable when linked to access standards. The issue of space in relation to access is a specific one: if building does not take place on inclusive design principles, generously proportioned buildings can be inaccessible while even smaller housing can be made accessible by incorporating inclusive design, although clearly there are limits. This underlines the point that ‘space’ in relation to accessibility is not about preference, but about what is essential to support access and a dignified standard of living.

Habinteg also supports the argument that if made mandatory, a national set of space standards applicable across all tenures and levels of access would ultimately help level the playing field and avoid the unintended consequence of relegating higher access levels to ‘luxury’ or high end homes.

Q21: Do you agree that space standards should only be applied through tested Local Plans, in conjunction with access standards, and subject to local viability testing?

Inclusion London supports Habinteg’s response below:

We have set out our concerns about how viability is assessed and applied to access under point 4.1 above. 
The viability standard referred to in the consultation document references the National Planning Policy Framework paragraphs 173-7. This states that ‘To ensure viability, the costs of any requirements likely to be applied to development, such as requirements for affordable housing, standards, infrastructure contributions or other requirements should, when taking account of the normal cost of development and mitigation, provide competitive returns to a willing land owner and willing developer to enable the development to be deliverable.’

This approach to ‘viability’ omits consideration of the costs – to individuals, communities and the state – of failing to develop more accessible housing. We have referred to these costs under point 4.1 above and they range from the limitations on lives, careers and impacts on psychological health and well-being to the costs from accidents, otherwise avoidable institutional care and making adaptations at a later stage. If viability assessments do not take into account such costs as these, but only the upfront building costs, the calculation will inevitably be skewed. 

Paragraph 50 of the NPPF promotes the development of ‘inclusive and mixed communities’ and for authorities to ‘plan for a mix of housing based on current and future demographic trends, market trends and the needs of different groups in the community (such as…older people, people with disabilities…), while paragraph 159 says that authorities must ensure that Strategic Housing Market Assessments should identify the scale and mix of housing and the range of tenures that the local population is likely to need, highlighting the needs of ‘people with disabilities’ as a specific group to be considered
.

So on the one hand it appears possible that local authorities would be required to assess and plan to meet diverse housing need, but on the other, apply a particular kind of viability test that would take no account of these needs and the costs of failing to meet them.

Habinteg proposes the concept of viability testing is clarified.

	Q22: Do you agree with the costs and assumptions set out in the impact assessment? We are particularly interested in understanding:

a. Do stakeholders agree with our assumption that house builders are able to recover 70% of the additional cost associated with space in higher sales values? 

b. Do you agree with the extra over unit costs we have used for the current and proposed space standards? If you do not agree, could you provide evidence to support alternative figures for us to include in the final impact assessment? 
Inclusion London supports Habinteg’s response below: 

There appear to be multiple assumptions used in estimating costs, as indicated in paragraphs 158.

Wage costs have been calculated using a mid-point between ASHE rates and EC Harris rates. We refer to the comment made in answer to Question 8b above, and propose that ASHE rates are used. This would lower process costs while basing them on annual data.



For more information contact: 

Inclusion London

336 Brixton Road

London, SW9 7AA

                                           Email: henrietta.doyle@inclusionlondon.co.uk
Telephone: 020 7237 3181 

www.inclusionlondon.co.uk
London Deaf and Disability Organisations CIC
Company registration no: 6729420
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