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A
 great city’s future

F
orew

ord
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y D
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oylan, chairm
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M
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esig
n A

d
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roup
.

B
y 2030 one and a half m

illion people – alm
ost 

as m
any as currently live in B

irm
ingham

 – w
ill be 

added to the 8.5 m
illion living here in London. 

A
ccom

m
odating that grow

th in a w
ay that allow

s 
the city and its people to thrive and prosper w

ill be 
extraordinarily challenging. O

nly if w
e think long 

term
 and plan ahead w

ill w
e m

ake a success of it.
P

arliam
ent has placed the M

ayor of London 
squarely at the heart of getting this right, through 
the M

ayor’s statutory strategic responsibilities for 
the city’s spatial developm

ent and its transport and 
environm

ental planning. W
ith a new

 M
ayor due to 

be elected in M
ay 2016 and a new

 London P
lan and 

other strategies to be produced, this is the m
om

ent 
to build on the w

ork of the past and to shape this 
great city for its future. 

O
ver the last year, m

em
bers of the M

ayor’s 
D

esign A
dvisory G

roup, representing a range and 
diversity of view

s, have been w
orking on four topics 

identified as crucial to getting the strategy right. 
They are G

row
ing

 L
ond

on, P
ub

lic L
ond

on, A
g

eing 
L

ond
on and

 S
hap

ing
 L

ond
on. Together these 

reports form
 the G

ood
 G

row
th A

g
end

a. 
This publication, G

row
ing

 L
ond

on, goes to the 
heart of the question: w

hat London w
ill look and 

feel like as it grow
s physically to accom

m
odate a 

population of ten m
illion and rising. W

here are the 
new

 hom
es to go?

 A
t w

hat densities w
ill people 

live?
 H

ow
 w

ill the transport netw
ork connect them

 
to the w

ide range of opportunities that only a city 
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London is grow
ing. B

irth rates are on the up, 
Londoners are living longer and are requiring places 
in w

hich to live that m
atch their active lifestyles. A

t 
the sam

e tim
e, m

ore people w
ant to com

e here, 
w

ork here, and stay here. 
The capital has experienced periods of rapid 

grow
th before. The population grew

 from
 1 m

illion 
in 1800 to 6.5 m

illion a century later - an increase 
of around 140 people a day. The result w

as a 
city of great grandeur but also one of squalor, 
overcrow

ding and poor health. In the first three 
decades of the 20th century, the population 
continued to increase to a peak in 1939 of 8.61 
m

illion. This grow
th w

as largely accom
m

odated 
by the developm

ent of the suburbs, supported 
by the expanding transport infrastructure. The 
resultant spraw

l of ‘M
etro-land’ spread out into the 

H
om

e C
ounties and hugely increased the capital’s 

footprint. 
London’s population has now

 surpassed 1939 
levels, and is continuing to rise. F

or the first 
tim

e, the m
ajority of this grow

th is planned to be 
absorbed w

ithin London’s boundaries, constrained 
as it is by an extensive G

reen B
elt. 

A
s a result, w

e have to m
ake better use of the 

land w
e have available. W

e have to develop m
ore 

densely, and w
e need to do so w

ithin the context 
of the existing urban fabric and com

m
unities. To 

absorb this grow
th in population w

ithin the fixed 
area of London w

ill be no m
ean task. The physical 

can offer?
 These are challenging questions, but they 

are urgent. This docum
ent offers proposals as to the 

right w
ay forw

ard. 
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and opportunities that result from
 London’s 

dram
atic grow

th. W
e prom

ote a vision and a series 
of recom

m
endations - to help support and shape 

the physical grow
th that is planned for London to 

continue to be a thriving and great capital city. W
e 

hope this opens up an inclusive debate about how
 

w
e best achieve good grow

th.

im
pacts w

ill be highly evident and ubiquitous – on 
the ground, underground and on the skyline. 

The im
pact on London of building hom

es for 
nearly 70,000 m

ore people and of accom
m

odating 
34,000 new

 jobs each year is huge. It w
ill affect its 

built form
, its infrastructure, its streets and transport 

system
s, as w

ell as its health and education 
services. 

W
e have to build around 50,000 new

 hom
es per 

annum
 over 20 years – even m

ore if w
e are to m

ake 
up for the historic shortfall – and space for m

ore 
than eight C

anary W
harfs’ w

orth of jobs, as w
ell as 

schools, health facilities, shops and cultural centres.
S

o, how
 do w

e create a London of the future that 
w

e w
ill still w

ant to live in?
 H

ow
 do w

e m
ake sure 

that grow
th delivers a high quality environm

ent that 
does not feel alien to London, or to Londoners? 
W

hat are the key design issues that m
ust be 

addressed if w
e are not to em

ulate the rookeries 
of the V

ictorians, the spraw
l of the 1930s or the 

m
onocultural estates of the post w

ar era?
 H

ow
, 

indeed, do w
e get w

hat w
e are calling ‘good 

grow
th’?

W
e believe that ‘good grow

th’ results in an 
inclusive city that is a pleasant place to w

ork, visit 
or stay. It delivers a balanced m

ix of young and old, 
of housing tenures, of jobs. It enriches the city’s 
great public and civic spaces both internal and 
external. It allow

s for vitality and change, building 
on the ‘London-ness’ that is a crucial part of the 
capital’s character and enduring appeal. F

inally, 
‘good grow

th’ provides the kind of integrated 
infrastructure and services that enable Londoners to 
lead fulfilled lives. 

Through this series of reports – the G
ood 

G
row

th A
genda – w

e set out the key challenges 
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Introduction 

G
row

ing London is a study of the physical 
im

plications of London’s grow
th: the w

hat, the 
w

here, and the how
.

 The report looks at the key challenges London 
faces to accom

m
odate a rapidly grow

ing 
population, the opportunities presented by changes 
to the w

ay w
e live and w

ork, and the im
pact all of 

this m
ight have on the form

 developm
ent w

ill take 
in the future. W

ithin this w
ide and com

plex subject, 
this report focuses on w

hat the M
ayor has the 

pow
er to influence. It is intended to help inform

 
changes to the London P

lan, identify areas for 
research, and suggest investm

ent priorities for  
the M

ayor. 
S

ections 1 and 2 consider w
hat London needs 

to provide in order to accom
m

odate projected 
grow

th. These sections focus on the delivery of 
housing, the need for places of w

ork and the type 
of developm

ent Londoners w
ant. S

ections 3 to 5 
focus on w

here grow
th m

ay be accom
m

odated, 
including m

aking better use of our existing building 
stock, and im

proving our understanding of the 
availability of land in London. A

nd finally, sections 
6 to 9 set out how

 this can be done, by addressing 
challenges to do w

ith density, infrastructure, tall 
buildings, planning policy and building m

anagem
ent.

W
here and how

 w
e m

anage London’s grow
th w

ill 
be the greatest determ

inant of the city’s form
. 

The London P
lan has a clear approach 

to accom
m

odating grow
th w

ithin London’s 
boundaries, in areas of high accessibility and good 
social infrastructure, over the next decade. O

ver the 
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see the delivery of m
ore housing, by m

ore actors, 
in m

ore places – and quicker. P
ut sim

ply, over the 
next ten years w

e need to build at least double the 
num

ber of hom
es built over the last ten years.

London needs to build betw
een 

49,000 new
 hom

es per year 
(over 20 years) and 62,000 
new

 hom
es per year (over 10 

years) to m
eet dem

and. 1

M
any are quick to blam

e the planning system
 for 

the relatively slow
 pace of developm

ent, w
hen in 

fact there is currently approval for approxim
ately 

246,000 hom
es, and each year approvals are 

given for an average of 59,000 hom
es. 2 P

lanning is 
clearly not the m

ain barrier to delivering the hom
es 

London needs, although, as this report w
ill go on 

to suggest, good planning is certainly part of the 
solution. 

A
n average of 5

9
,0

0
0

 new
 

hom
es are approved every 

year and there are currently 
2

4
6

,0
0

0
 approvals in the 

pipeline, but w
e only build an 

average 2
3

,0
0

0
 hom

es per 
year. 3

longer term
, the London Infrastructure P

lan 2050 
and w

ork being undertaken by the O
uter London 

C
om

m
ission show

s that there are alternative 
scenarios w

hich w
ould have varying im

pacts on 
the city’s built form

. These can be broken dow
n 

into tw
o groups: those that bring forw

ard additional 
land (possibly in the w

ider S
outh E

ast, or through 
selective G

reen B
elt release); and those based 

on intensifying the use of land in London’s built 
area (through densification, O

pportunity A
reas, 

im
aginative use of publicly ow

ned land, and 
consolidation of industrial land).

This is an unprecedented 
opportunity to shape the 
future of L

ondon. S
o now

 is 
the tim

e to ask: w
hat kind of 

city do w
e w

ant?

The policy decisions m
ade now

 w
ill, collectively 

and cum
ulatively, have tangible and lasting 

consequences for the w
ay London looks, feels and 

w
orks in the future. They w

ill affect how
 far the 

city grow
s up or out; w

hether densities are m
ore 

concentrated or distributed; how
 the character of 

London is preserved or altered; and how
 m

uch 
w

e build anew
 or w

ork w
ith w

hat w
e’ve got. A

ll 
of these factors also have im

plications for the 
affordability of the city, and ultim

ately w
ho London 

is for. This is an unprecedented opportunity to 
shape the future of London. S

o now
 is the tim

e to 
ask: w

hat kind of city do w
e w

ant?
 In the face of both a backlog of undersupply and 

a surge in housing dem
and, London w

ill need to 
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Issues and recom
m

endations 

1
. 

The hom
es and jobs w

e need 

London faces an unprecedented challenge of 
accom

m
odating significant grow

th w
ithin its existing 

footprint. The current pattern of developm
ent is 

focused on brow
nfield land in areas of high transport 

accessibility, and involves relatively little residential 
dem

olition. C
om

pared to the land-take of previous 
w

aves of London’s grow
th, w

hich have involved 
greenfield developm

ent or large-scale dem
olition, 

delivering large num
bers of new

 hom
es and jobs 

w
ith m

ore lim
ited land availability is resulting in a 

new
 generation of super-sized developm

ents that are 
taller and denser than ever before.

3
3

 developm
ents in the 

pipeline feature density 
levels of over 1

,0
0

0
 units per 

hectare. 5

Larger developm
ents delivered by single housebuilders 

can be slow
 to finance, gain planning consent, build 

and sell. If not m
asterplanned and designed sensitively, 

larger sites can also result in a loss of London’s 
characteristic fine grain and diverse appearance. 
D

evelopm
ent on such sites should be encouraged to 

provide a greater m
ix of housing tenure and types, 

including private rented sector, and affordable rent and 
sale, for a range of residents like students, fam

ilies and 
older people, at a variety of price points.  

London’s total housing stock
3,428,000

P
ipeline perm

issions 2014
245,920

A
verage com

pletions 2009 - 2014
22,743

W
e are currently only delivering a sm

all proportion of 
London’s planning perm

issions, w
hich in turn represent a 

fraction of London’s total housing stock. 4 
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1830

1880

1929

2015

London has historically grow
n by expanding its footprint, 

how
ever the m

ajority of future grow
th is planned to be 

contained w
ithin the param

eters set by the G
reen B

elt. 8

A
fter a m

id-20th century decline, London’s population is 
expanding as fast as any period since 1800. 6

London’s housing density is on the rise, but rem
ains alm

ost 
five tim

es low
er than the 1830 peak. 7
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D
ensity typically corresponds w

ith building typologies.
O

ver a quarter of London’s developm
ent pipeline is above the 

m
axim

um
 density set by the London P

lan D
ensity M

atrix.

P
ipeline dw

elling units by density
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D
iversifying the offer can help to increase the pace 

of delivery. Large, publicly ow
ned sites being sold 

to the m
arket could be parcelled up and m

ade 
available to sm

aller housebuilders, w
hich could 

generate a greater degree of design variation, 
innovation and m

ix of tenures.
W

ith m
any large housebuilders having few

 
incentives to expand their capacity, supporting 
sm

aller developers into the m
arket could be one 

w
ay to increase housing output. 10 E

ncouraging 
developm

ent on sm
aller infill sites through the 

London Land C
om

m
ission could bolster that 

effort. F
urther research w

ould provide a better 
understanding of how

 to support the grow
th of the 

sm
aller housebuilders. M

easures to achieve this 
could include the identification of sm

all developm
ent 

sites, sim
pler and quicker disposal processes for 

publicly ow
ned land, access to finance, and greater 

skills training to im
prove the labour m

arket. 

G
iven that delivery now

 
needs to exceed the levels 
of the 1

9
6

0
s and 7

0
s, local 

authorities m
ust again be 

seen as part of the solution. 

The public sector is also key. Looking back at 
London’s track record of housebuilding, the only 
tim

e since the establishm
ent of the G

reen B
elt 

that housing delivery approached the levels now
 

required w
as in the m

id 1960s and 70s w
hen the 

public sector built approxim
ately three-quarters of 

all hom
es. 11 G

iven that housebuilding now
 needs to 

exceed the levels of the 1960s and 70s, w
hich the 

The peak of post-w
ar housebuilding in London w

as largely 
delivered by the public sector. 9

P
rivate sector

H
ousing A

ssociation / other public sector

Local A
uthorities

Total (dashed line indicates figures estim
ated from

 national data)
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G
row

th A
genda 4: S

haping London); the need 
for better understanding of developm

ent finance 
and risk; differing interpretations of constraints 
on procurem

ent and the disposal of public land; 
the com

plexity of estate regeneration due to 
fragm

entation of ow
nership; and, despite som

e new
 

flexibilities, H
ousing R

evenue A
ccount borrow

ing 
caps im

posed by G
overnm

ent. 
C

ouncil-led housing delivery w
ill need support 

from
 the M

ayor to overcom
e these barriers and 

m
ake a m

eaningful contribution to the num
ber of 

new
 hom

es in London. A
 new

 generation of public 
sector delivery w

ill also need to learn lessons from
 

past generations of council housing. Large single-
tenure developm

ents are no longer desirable nor 
viable. A

 portfolio approach across sm
aller parcels 

of land can balance tenures and values over the 
longer-term

 by cross-subsidising schem
es that 

require net investm
ent w

ith schem
es that generate 

profits, sim
ilar to the m

odel of London’s G
reat 

E
states. 15 This in turn w

ould support m
ore m

ixed 
and balanced com

m
unities.

W
orking London 

In the case of em
ploym

ent, the London P
lan 

anticipates that there could be another 861,000 
jobs in London by 2036

16 – the equivalent of 
m

ore than eight C
anary W

harfs. A
round a third 

of these jobs – som
e 280,000 – are expected to 

be concentrated in the C
entral A

ctivities Z
one, 

w
here em

ploym
ent densities are already very 

high. 17 In the rest of London, though, particularly 
in tow

n centres and industrial areas, space for 
business is often in direct com

petition w
ith housing, 

private sector and housing associations are unlikely 
to deliver on their ow

n, local authorities m
ust again 

be seen as part of the solution. 
The public sector is estim

ated to ow
n 40 per 

cent of land that is suitable for developm
ent. 12 This 

landholding not only presents the opportunity for 
greater certainty over delivery, but for capturing 
the increase in value brought about by granting 
planning perm

ission and/or building on the land, 
w

hich could fund yet m
ore housing or critical 

infrastructure. 

O
f the 2

6
,8

4
3

 hom
es built 

in L
ondon in 2

0
1

4
-1

5
, 1

3 
approxim

ately 3
1

0
 w

ere 
delivered by local authorities. 1

4

Local authorities m
ay w

ell be best placed to deliver 
certain types of housing, including larger fam

ily 
and social rented units, and take a longer-term

 
and w

ider, place-based approach to achieving 
greater design quality. U

nlike in the 1960s and 
70s, how

ever, significant G
overnm

ent funding is 
not available to fund such initiatives. S

om
e local 

authorities have found creative w
ays to finance and 

deliver new
 housing, by m

aking the m
ost of recent 

reform
s of housing finance arrangem

ents, exploiting 
landholdings and cross-subsidy opportunities from

 
m

ixed-tenure developm
ents, investing em

ployee 
pension funds, and establishing joint venture and 
C

ouncil O
w

ned C
om

panies.
H

ow
ever substantial barriers rem

ain to councils 
delivering at scale. These include a lack of in-
house delivery skills and capacity (see G

ood 
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w
hich tends to com

m
and the highest prices 

and receives policy preference. The creation of 
new

 spaces for em
ploym

ent activity needs to be 
prioritised alongside housing to provide a healthy 
m

ix of em
ploym

ent, lim
it displacem

ent of existing 
businesses out of London, respond to new

 w
orking 

patterns, and ensure that those new
 jobs for 

Londoners em
erge. 

W
ith London m

aking a net contribution of £34bn 
to the E

xchequer in 2014 (21 per cent of the total 
U

K
 tax take), its econom

y m
ust be given the space 

it needs to thrive. 19

There are approxim
ately 975,000 sm

all and 
m

edium
 sized enterprises (S

M
E

s) in London. 20 
They com

prise 99.8 per cent of all businesses, 
provide over half of London’s jobs and nearly half 
of London’s business turnover. 21 W

hile som
e of 

these businesses are high-value and able to pay 
for prem

ium
 w

orkspace, and others prim
arily exist 

online, m
any still rely on the availability of m

id-level 
and low

er cost office, retail, studio and w
orkshop  

space to m
ake their businesses w

ork. 
M

uch of this low
er value w

orkspace is located 
in and around our high streets and tow

n centres, 
and in industrial areas. F

rom
 2008 to 2013, 

though, 405,800 square m
eters (sqm

) of storage, 
distribution and industrial floorspace w

as lost from
 

our larger tow
n centres alone (net loss). 22 The 

extent of the reduction of all such space in places 
that fall outside the m

edium
 to large centres, 

including hundreds of neighbourhood and local 
centres and undesignated high streets, is unknow

n. 
W

hat w
e can be sure of, is that the continuation of 

P
erm

itted D
evelopm

ent rights for the conversion of 
retail and office to residential is exacerbating the 
situation.

8,500

8,000

7,500

7,000

6,500

6,000

5,500

5,000

4,500

4,0002001
2006

2010
2015

2020
2025

2030

Hectares

C
ontinued Trend D

ecline

D
ecline to S

P
G

 E
nd Target in 2031

H
istoric data

C
ontext: S

P
G

 F
igures and Target

London’s industrial land is being released at a significantly 
higher rate than set out in the London P

lan. 18 
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of existing buildings, as w
ell as the provision of 

affordable w
orkspace. 

B
etw

een S
eptem

ber 2
0

1
1 

and S
eptem

ber 2
0

1
4

, the 
num

ber of m
anufacturing jobs 

in L
ondon rose by 1

5
%

, the 
fastest grow

th rate in B
ritain 

despite the current release of 
industrial land. 2

5

A
dvances in technology are continuing to change 

the nature of industry in London and our patterns 
of w

ork. These changes are challenging traditional 
assum

ptions about ‘dirty’ industrial uses being 
a ‘bad neighbour’, or needing certain types of 
accom

m
odation, like single-storey sheds or large 

yards. There is potential here for new
, innovative 

typologies to em
erge that test higher densities, 

sharing facilities, or different m
ixes of use.

L
ondon C

ouncils estim
ate that 

8
3

4
,0

0
0

 sqm
 of office space 

w
ere lost through perm

itted 
developm

ent in L
ondon 

betw
een M

ay 2
0

1
3

 and A
pril 

2
0

1
5

. 2
3

The story in industrial areas is even m
ore 

pronounced. London currently has approxim
ately 

7,000 hectares of industrial land. The London P
lan 

indicates that, given a net decline in dem
and, there 

is scope to release 740 hectares betw
een 2011 

and 2031, an average of 37 per year. D
espite this 

benchm
ark, w

e are currently releasing approxim
ately 

100 hectares per year. If a sim
ilar rate of release 

is m
aintained, the target release to 2031 w

ill be 
reached by around 2018. 24

W
hile industrial areas are im

portant for 
em

ploym
ent, they are also significant for servicing 

and supporting the w
ider London econom

y. 
C

hanges in distribution m
ethods m

ay m
ean som

e 
of the larger, land-hungry logistics uses w

ith low
 

em
ploym

ent densities can be relocated further 
out around the M

25, if congestion im
pacts can 

be m
anaged through new

 consolidation centres. 
H

ow
ever, sm

aller production and prototyping 
businesses benefiting from

 the skills and 
inventiveness of London’s creative and technology 
sectors require a w

ide range of low
er-value 

w
orkspace to start and grow

. This older, scruffy 
stock continues to be lost, and cannot be re-
provided at equivalent low

 values in new
 buildings. 

In order to support this sector, w
e need to ensure 

the continued use, adaptive reuse and intensification 
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 4

 d
ire

ctio
n

s w
h

e
re

 ap
p

ro
p

riate
. 

1
f. 

In
clu

d
e

 p
o

licie
s in
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e

 Lo
n

d
o

n
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lan 
to

 e
n

su
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 th
at th

e
 d

e
ve

lo
p

m
e

n
t o

f 
in

d
u

strial lan
d
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fo

rm
e

d
 b

y a d
e

taile
d 

u
n

d
e

rstan
d

in
g

 o
f e

xistin
g

 u
se

s an
d

 u
se

rs. 
E

n
su

re
 e

vid
e

n
ce

 to
 d

e
m

o
n

strate
 th

at 
in

d
u

strial lan
d

 is g
e

n
u

in
e

ly su
rp

lu
s to 
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q

u
ire

m
e

n
t is ro

b
u

st, in
clu

d
in

g
 e

vid
e

n
ce 

o
f re

n
t le

ve
ls an

d
 m

arke
tin

g
 activity 

o
ve

r se
ve

ral ye
ars an

d
 co

n
su

ltatio
n

 w
ith 

e
xistin

g
 o

r p
re

vio
u

s u
se

rs. W
h

e
re

 n
e

w
 

jo
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 p

lan
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e
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r an
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larly 

th
ro

u
g

h
 O

p
p

o
rtu

n
ity A

re
a P
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n

in
g 

Fram
e

w
o
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e
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d

 ratio
n

ale
 sh

o
u

ld 
b

e
 re

q
u

ire
d

 to
 e

n
su

re
 th

e
 rig

h
t kin

d
s o

f 
sp

ace
s are

 p
ro

vid
e

d
.  

1
g
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C

h
am

p
io

n
 th

e
 cre

atio
n

 o
f affo

rd
ab

le 
w

o
rksp

ace
s in

 n
e

w
 d

e
ve

lo
p

m
e

n
ts, an

d 
re

q
u

ire
 th

e
ir p

ro
visio

n
 th

ro
u

g
h

 p
o

licy in 
th
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 Lo

n
d

o
n

 P
lan

. D
e

ve
lo

p
 a fram

e
w

o
rk to 

d
e

fin
e

 affo
rd

ab
le

 w
o

rksp
ace

 an
d

 e
lig

ib
ility 

crite
ria fo

r acce
ss, w

h
ich

 m
ay in

clu
d

e 
start-u

p
s, so

cial e
n

te
rp

rise
s an

d
 artists.  

R
e

co
m
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n
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atio
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 d
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live

r th
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 h
o
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s an
d

 jo
b

s Lo
n
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n
e

rs n
e

e
d
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th
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 M

ayo
r sh

o
u

ld
:
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 Lo
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 p
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d
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d
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 all 
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u
sin
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1
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 Lo
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 C
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r d
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g 
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akin
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f p
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W
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u
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g
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n
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b
u
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m

o
d

e
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n

d
o

n
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re
at E

state
s, b
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E
nsuring L

ondoners are getting  
 

the developm
ent they w

ant

P
ublic opposition to new

 developm
ent can be a 

m
ajor barrier to grow

th. A
 lack of local support can 

result in significant uncertainty, delays and additional 
costs for developers. A

t the sam
e tim

e, the failure 
of developers to adequately engage w

ith local 
com

m
unities and businesses can breed distrust of 

developm
ent that presents a greater obstacle for 

future schem
es. 

P
ublic engagem

ent in 
developm

ent needs to 
becom

e less reactive, earlier 
in the process and m

ore 
accessible, transparent, and 
representative.

A
t its w

orst, this is a vicious circle that consum
es 

the efforts of both local com
m

unities and 
developers in opposition to each other. B

ut at 
best, redirecting those efforts to m

eaningfully 
and transparently involve Londoners in shaping 
developm

ents w
ill result in higher quality and m

ore 
deliverable developm

ents that are w
elcom

ed by 
the com

m
unities around them

. F
or this to happen, 

public engagem
ent in developm

ent needs to 
becom

e less reactive, earlier in the process and 
m

ore accessible, transparent, and representative.
P

ublic interest and participation in the planning 
process tends to increase the nearer an application 

1
h

. 
P

ilo
t h

o
w

 lig
h

t in
d

u
stry, in

clu
d

in
g 

sm
all-scale

 m
an

u
factu

rin
g

 an
d

 d
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ital 
fab

ricatio
n
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h
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e
 in
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rp

o
rate

d
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n
e

w
 re
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n
tial are

as an
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 d
e
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p
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e
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o

u
tsid

e
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n
tly d

e
sig

n
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d
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d
u

strial u
se
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d
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d
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o
d

e
ls th
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cce

ssfu
lly m

ix 
d

ive
rse

 u
se

s. 
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underpin them
) w

ould help the public assess and 
appreciate the benefits of grow

th, for exam
ple 

contributions to local infrastructure. (S
ee also 

section 6
 D

elivering
 the infrastructure for g

ood 
g

row
th).

S
urveys of public attitudes to grow

th show
 

that people’s concerns and priorities for new
 

developm
ent are heavily influenced by their ow

n 
life stages. 26 Younger people prioritise jobs; fam

ily-
age people prioritise education and affordable 
housing; older people prioritise health. H

ow
ever, 

the dem
ographics of those w

ho respond to 
consultations on planning policies or applications 
are rarely representative of w

ider residential and 
business com

m
unities, or the future residents of 

a developm
ent. There w

ill alw
ays be a degree of 

resistance to developm
ent and change; the question 

is how
 this can be expressed constructively to 

shape developm
ent, and how

 it can be balanced by 
a m

ore objective representation of broader opinion. 
There is, therefore, the potential to use technology 
to develop alternative consultation m

ethods to 
capture the voice of the ‘silent m

ajority’, and help 
m

ake long-term
 strategic decisions in the interests 

of all Londoners.

is to determ
ination – the m

ore tangible the 
proposals, the m

ore tangible the opposition, or 
support. H

ow
ever, this runs counter to the best 

tim
e to influence a planning application – the 

m
ore finalised the schem

e, the less prepared the 
developer is to am

end it. C
onsultation tow

ards 
the end of the process is thus necessarily m

ore 
reactive, and therefore antagonistic. E

fforts need 
to be m

ade to m
ove public engagem

ent further 
upstream

, so that it can inform
 the principles of 

developm
ent before they are fixed. 

The requirem
ents for planning subm

issions 
involve extensive, com

prehensive and detailed 
inform

ation on proposals, including accurate visual 
representations. H

ow
ever, the resolution of this 

inform
ation is often ‘lost in translation’ w

hen it 
com

es to form
al public consultation. The standard 

form
ats of the A

4 site notice and online planning 
database are inadequate at com

m
unicating the key 

characteristics of a schem
e to a non-professional 

audience, and can present a barrier to the 
involvem

ent of those w
ithout special interest or 

expertise. M
ore accessible standard form

ats are 
needed.

A
 clearer p

icture 

A
 lack of clarity over w

hat is being proposed 
can lead to m

isinform
ation, w

hich obscures w
ell-

inform
ed decision-m

aking. This is particularly true of 
the non-physical aspects of planning applications, 
such as planning obligations and affordable housing 
contributions, usually captured under S

ection 106 
agreem

ents. G
reater transparency over these 

arrangem
ents (and the viability appraisals that 
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Identifying w
here L

ondon’s  
 

 
grow

th w
ill go

The quantum
 and type of land available to 

accom
m

odate London’s grow
th is a key factor in 

the form
 in w

hich developm
ent w

ill take. H
ow

ever, 
it is clear that the challenge of accom

m
odating this 

grow
th w

ithin London’s boundaries w
ill not be m

et 
by any one type of land alone. Instead, w

e need to 
focus on how

 all of London’s land can play its part 
in accom

m
odating grow

th – from
 tow

n centres to 
suburbs; large estates to sm

all infill sites; from
 inner 

London to its outer fringes; on public and private 
land, and on large sites, as w

ell as sm
all.

U
nlike the housing boom

 of the 1930s, w
hen 

over 500,000 hom
es w

ere built on greenfield land 
in outer London, 27 m

ost of London’s area is now
 

built up. This m
eans that new

 housing is largely 
w

ithin the context of existing developm
ent, m

ore 
directly affecting the character of local places and 
their infrastructure. It is therefore m

ore im
portant 

than ever that w
e ensure that grow

th enhances 
the experience of London through a careful and 
collaborative planning effort. 

S
ince 2

0
0

6
 an average of 

9
7

%
 of L

ondon’s annual 
housing developm

ent has 
been on brow

nfield land. 2
8 

The S
trategic H

ousing Land A
vailability A

ssessm
ent 

(S
H

LA
A

) 29 currently identifies over 5,000 sites 
adding up to 8,000 hectares of developable land. 
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 p
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m
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u
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al Lo

n
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o
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g 
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o
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e
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e
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 re
co

m
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e
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d
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2
b
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g
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ffe
r a 

m
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p
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p
le 

o
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p
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n
s, an

d
 e
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 m
o
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o

b
je
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 e

vid
e

n
ce

 o
n

 p
u

b
lic attitu

d
e

s to 
g

ro
w

th
 an

d
 p

rio
ritie
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r n

e
w

 d
e

ve
lo

p
m

e
n

t 
(fo

r e
xam

p
le

, th
ro

u
g

h
 Talk Lo

n
d

o
n
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2
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g
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 Lo
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P
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s) m
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re
 e

n
g
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g
 an
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u
b
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o
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d
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o
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The deliverability and capacity for grow
th of these 

sites, how
ever, is variable. O

nly a proportion of 
these sites w

ill com
e forw

ard for delivery at a 
given tim

e. M
any are in areas of P

ublic Transport 
A

ccessibility Level (P
TA

L) 2 or less (w
here 6 is 

the best and 0 the w
orst), w

hereas others are 
in parts of London that can support high-density 
developm

ent. This m
eans that an even distribution 

of density cannot be assum
ed. 

The S
H

LA
A

 identifies capacity for 470,000 
new

 hom
es in London over the next 20 years. 

H
ow

ever, w
hilst the S

H
LA

A
 process provides a 

very useful tool to understand the availability of land 
in London and its potential capacity, it does not 
provide a com

prehensive figure for the am
ount of 

land available for developm
ent in London. It does 

not quantify the contribution of sites sm
aller than 

0.25 hectares, other than broad brush assum
ptions 

based on historic trends, nor does it account for the 
fact that O

pportunity A
rea F

ram
ew

orks often identify 
over three tim

es the capacity of hom
es in the sam

e 
area. A

 m
ore precise approach to identifying sites 

across London w
ould give a clearer picture of the 

developm
ent possibilities. 

Tow
n centres first

The London P
lan identifies tow

n centres, w
ith 

their access to transport and local services, as 
ideal locations for grow

th. In fact, tow
n centres 

are thought to have capacity for at least 154,000 
hom

es. 30 R
esearch has show

n that increasing 
the density on identified sites and im

proving the 
chances of sites in m

ultiple ow
nership com

ing 
forw

ard, could create the capacity for another 

W
hile large developm

ents play an im
portant role in providing 

hom
es, sites sm

aller than 0.25 hectares w
ill m

ake a significant 
contribution through infill developm

ent, as w
ell as conversions 

and extensions of existing buildings.
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‘M
etro-lands’. A

ccording to one piece of research, 
if just 10 per cent of sem

i-detached housing 
w

ere redeveloped at double their current density, 
20,000 new

 hom
es per year over 15 years could 

be supplied. 33 Yet w
e know

 that, broadly, people 
in O

uter London tend to resist local developm
ent 

m
ore than those in the centre. 34 The S

H
LA

A
 does 

not currently reflect the full potential of these types 
of sites - just 0.08 per cent of S

H
LA

A
 sites are in 

accessible suburban areas. 35 The M
ayor should 

therefore investigate how
 developm

ent, in suburban 
areas of higher accessibility and outside of local 
designations such as conservation areas, could be 
m

ade m
ore popular and provide guidance on how

 it 
is designed and im

plem
ented. 

O
f course not all grow

th associated w
ith London 

w
ill occur w

ithin its boundaries. The London 
Infrastructure P

lan 2050 anticipates that grow
th in 

the w
ider S

outh E
ast of E

ngland is likely to occur 
along existing or planned transport corridors such 
as London-S

tansted-C
am

bridge-P
eterborough, 

C
rossrail 1 and a potential extension into K

ent, 
C

rossrail 2, and additional rail capacity released by 
H

igh S
peed 2. Increasing the density of less dense 

areas near public transport or in established tow
n 

centres to 100 units per hectare could potentially 
accom

m
odate an additional one m

illion people in the 
areas surrounding London. 36 W

hilst outside of the 
scope of this report, the M

ayor’s D
esign A

dvisory 
G

roup supports the M
ayor’s continuing w

ork w
ith 

sub-regional partnerships, local authorities and 
agencies in the w

ider S
outh E

ast to coordinate 
developm

ent along grow
th corridors, as described 

in the London P
lan. 37

64,000 hom
es in and around tow

n centres over ten 
years. 31 

London P
lan P

olicy 2.15 encourages boroughs 
to coordinate the developm

ent of London’s netw
ork 

of tow
n centres so that they provide the m

ain foci 
beyond the C

entral A
ctivities Z

one for com
m

ercial 
developm

ent and intensification, including 
residential developm

ent. The character and capacity 
of London’s tow

n centres varies greatly, how
ever. 

London P
lan policy should be adapted to recognise 

this variation, and ensure any new
 developm

ent 
accom

m
odates a m

ix of uses that contributes to the 
social and econom

ic health of the area. 

8
1

%
 of housing capacity is 

w
ithin tow

n centres and their 
im

m
ediate surrounds. 3

2

F
urtherm

ore, tow
n centres, w

ith sm
aller sites in 

m
ultiple-ow

nership, can be am
ongst the trickiest 

of areas to intensify. The com
plexity of successful 

tow
n centre developm

ent, com
bined w

ith the scale 
of intensification required, dem

ands a coordinated 
approach to bring forw

ard developm
ent; a sensitive 

approach to design; a plan for social and transport 
infrastructure; and a plan for the local econom

y.

O
uter L

ond
on and

 b
eyond 

There is also great potential for housing in the 
low

-density areas of outer London that are m
ore 

accessible by public transport – a new
 generation of 
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M
aking better use of w

hat 
 

w
e have 

F
ew

er new
 hom

es have been built in London in the 
last decade than w

ere built in the 1960s or 1970s. 
H

ow
ever, London’s net housing stock is actually 

grow
ing at its fastest rate since the w

ar. This is 
because w

e are m
aking m

ore intensive use of the 
building stock w

e already have by dem
olishing less, 

and converting m
ore. 

F
rom

 1
9

7
1

-8
1

, around 
2

8
0

,0
0

0
 new

 hom
es w

ere 
built in L

ondon, but the net 
increase in stock w

as only 
1

1
0

,0
0

0
. 3

8

 H
ousing com

pletions are often held up as the 
m

easure of success in m
eeting housing need, but 

conversions of houses into flats and non-residential 
buildings into hom

es are the unsung heroes of 
housing supply over the past decade. 

O
nly 1

9
3

,0
0

0
 new

 hom
es 

w
ere built from

 2
0

0
1

-1
1

, 
but the net increase w

as 
2

7
0

,0
0

0
. 3

9

The m
ore efficient the use of the housing stock w

e 
already have, the less need there w

ill be to increase 
densities of new

 developm
ent and im

pact on the 
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providing support and incentives to social tenants 
w

ho w
ish to dow

nsize. This could m
ean m

oney, 
in som

e cases. M
any boroughs run schem

es to 
support under-occupying social tenants through 
cash incentives (typically £500-£2,500 per bedroom

) 
and providing free assistance w

ith m
oving house. 

The M
ayor also runs tw

o housing m
obility schem

es 
for social tenants in London – H

ousing M
oves and 

S
easide &

 C
ountry H

om
es. 

6
8

%
 of older hom

eow
ners 

(over 5
5

 years) in E
ngland live 

in a hom
e that has at least 

tw
o spare bedroom

s, w
hereas 

the figure is 1
9

%
 for social 

tenants. 4
3

Initiatives to m
ake m

ore efficient use of council 
and housing association stock are perhaps 
sim

plest to im
plem

ent, but are unlikely to unlock 
significant num

bers of new
 hom

es. The greatest 
spare capacity lies in ow

ner-occupied detached, 
sem

i-detached and terraced houses, but there 
are relatively few

 schem
es on offer for private 

m
arket residents looking to dow

nsize. The London 
B

orough of R
edbridge’s F

reeS
pace schem

e offers 
ow

ner-occupiers a ‘dow
n-letting’ service, providing 

assistance w
ith renting a sm

aller hom
e in return for 

letting their original hom
e through the council. 

There is potential for a sim
ilar, London-w

ide 
‘dow

n-letting’ schem
e to unlock far greater num

bers 
of hom

es, providing it is voluntary, presents an 
attractive package of incentives, and offers a w

ide 

form
 of London. F

or exam
ple, converting just 1 

per cent of the 1.61 m
illion unconverted detached, 

sem
i-detached and terraced houses into flats could 

add approxim
ately 24,000 hom

es to London’s net 
housing stock – half of the new

 hom
es needed 

every year - w
ith lim

ited, or no physical im
pact on 

built form
. 40

B
etw

een 2
0

1
0

/1
1

 and 
2

0
1

2
/1

3
 a net 4

,9
4

0 
hom

es w
ere created through 

conversions (3
,3

0
0

 existing 
hom

es turned into 8
,2

4
0  

new
 ones). 4

1 

M
aking the conversion 

C
apacity for significant housing grow

th already 
exists, and m

uch of it is underused. A
round 730,000 

of London’s existing hom
es have tw

o or m
ore spare 

bedroom
s – alm

ost a quarter of all households 
in the capital. A

round 85 per cent of these are 
ow

ner-occupiers; eight per cent are private renters, 
and seven per cent are in social housing. U

nder-
occupation is m

ore com
m

on am
ongst older people 

w
hose children m

ay have left hom
e – know

n 
as ‘em

pty nesters’. H
ow

ever, this too varies by 
tenure. 42 

P
otential barriers to the conversion of houses into 

sm
aller units include policies in certain areas seeking 

to protect the provision of fam
ily hom

es. O
utside 

of these constraints, there are a num
ber of existing 

voluntary schem
es to reduce under-occupancy by 
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G
reater sharing of London’s existing office stock 

can increase the availability of start-up space to 
support new

 and em
erging econom

ic sectors, 
reduce the need for new

 w
orkspace, and generate 

secondary benefits from
 the ‘cross-pollination’ of 

business activities.

choice of m
ore suitable and accessible alternative 

accom
m

odation. S
upporting the provision of 

desirable new
 housing options that encourage older 

people to m
ove on their ow

n term
s is vital, and is 

covered in m
ore detail in M

D
A

G
’s G

ood
 G

row
th 

A
g

end
a 3

: A
g

eing
 L

ond
on.

O
ut of office 

London’s total office stock is around 26.6m
 sqm

, 44 
w

ith a projected need for an additional 3.9m
 sqm

 
(net) by 2031. 45 H

ow
ever the w

ay Londoners w
ork 

is changing rapidly, and so are the dem
ands on 

London’s office space. B
usinesses are shifting 

tow
ards m

ore flexible w
orking patterns and 

distributed w
orking. S

elf-em
ploym

ent is higher 
than at any point since records began, and higher 
in London than anyw

here else in the U
K

. 46 In turn, 
offices have evolved from

 cellular space to open 
plan, to hotdesking, and now

 increasingly co-
w

orking. The London E
nterprise P

anel’s London 
O

pen W
orkspaces M

ap lists the locations and 
services of over 330 incubators and co-w

orking 
spaces, as w

ell as artists’ studios and m
aker-

spaces. 
Looking beyond the em

erging open w
orkspace 

sector, London’s existing office stock has the 
potential to be put into far m

ore productive use. 
S

urveys of office utilisation rates show
 that desks 

are on average unoccupied for 62 per cent of 
w

orking hours - not to m
ention evenings and 

w
eekends. 47 N

ew
 services such as S

hareD
esk, 

N
earD

esk and H
ubble now

 allow
 landlords and 

tenants to list underoccupied space on an hourly, 
daily or m

onthly basis, m
uch like A

irbnb for offices. 
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R
ethinking how

 w
e m

anage  
 

 
density of developm

ent

London’s overall density has varied over tim
e. 

Today w
e live at a density of 73 people per hectare. 

A
 hundred years ago there w

ere 196 people per 
hectare in London, and a hundred years before 
that there w

ere 297. 48 If London had the sam
e 

density today as in 1815, its current footprint could 
accom

m
odate nearly 35 m

illion people. London’s 
density also varies across the city. A

ccording to 
the LS

E
, London’s peak residential density is 271 

people per hectare. This is less than a third of N
ew

 
York’s peak density of 585 people per hectare, and 
less than one sixth of H

ong K
ong’s 1,111 people 

per hectare. 49

W
e need to better understand 

how
 w

e can ensure that 
quality of life is m

aintained in 
these very high densities.

W
hile the m

easure of people per hectare is a useful 
w

ay to understand actual occupation densities, 
the London P

lan uses tw
o principal m

easures to 
plan new

 developm
ent: num

ber of units (dw
ellings) 

per hectare and the num
ber of habitable room

s 
per hectare. The num

ber of units per hectare, in 
particular, has a direct relationship to building types. 
A

 density range of 65 to 150 units per hectare, for 
exam

ple, w
ould typically take the form

 of a terraced 
house, w

hile a density of 450 units per hectare and 
above w

ould norm
ally result in a tow

er. S
om

e argue 

R
e

co
m

m
e

n
d

atio
n

s

To
 u

n
lo

ck e
xistin

g
 cap

acity fo
r h

o
m

e
s an

d
 jo

b
s, 

th
e

 M
ayo

r sh
o

u
ld

:
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In
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 th
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w
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4
1

that developm
ent in London should not exceed 

350 units per hectare, a density w
hich can still be 

achieved through a perim
eter block. 50 H

ow
ever, 

im
posing a cap at that level w

ould reduce London’s 
planning pipeline by at least 35,600 hom

es.
 

A
pplying a cap on densities of 

3
5

0
 units per hectare w

ould 
reduce L

ondon’s pipeline 
of developm

ent by at least 
3

5
,6

0
0

 hom
es.

D
ensity is critical to accom

m
odating the hom

es 
London needs, m

aking the m
ost of the infrastructure 

w
e already have and creating sustainable places 

to live. This w
as a fundam

ental principle in the 
U

rban Task F
orce’s 1999 report Tow

ards an U
rban 

R
enaissance, w

hich advocated com
pact urban 

developm
ents based on a com

m
itm

ent to excellence 
in urban design and transport infrastructure. The 
S

ustainable R
esidential Q

uality D
ensity M

atrix w
as 

introduced into the London P
lan to ensure that the 

density of developm
ent being built across London 

reflected this. The D
ensity M

atrix sets out density 
guidance according to public transport infrastructure 
and place setting. W

hilst the m
atrix has been a 

useful tool to guide developm
ent densities over the 

last decade, nearly half of all developm
ents proposed 

last year w
ere w

ell above the thresholds set out in 
the m

atrix. 51 W
e are now

 building at densities higher 
than ever before. 

M
any of these high density developm

ents include 
tall buildings. A

s w
ell as understanding the visual and 

m
icroclim

atic im
plications of tall buildings, as set out 

C
ity density 

London

73 P
eople per hectare

53 H
abitable room

s per 
hectare

21 D
w

elling units per 
hectare

N
eighbourhood density 

Islington

180 P
eople per hectare

378 H
abitable room

s per 
hectare

180 D
w

elling units per hectare

S
ite density

A
rrow

head Q
uay

U
nknow

on P
eople per hectare

2,700 H
abitable room

s per 
hectare

1,389 D
w

elling units per hectare

D
ensities can be m

easured in a num
ber of w

ays - dw
elling 

units, habitable room
s, people - and at different scales - city-

w
ide, neighbourhood, site. 
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R
elating density to P

ublic Transport A
ccessibility 

Levels (P
TA

L) have been fundam
ental to ensuring 

sustainable patterns of developm
ent in London. 

H
ow

ever P
TA

L alone are a relatively sim
plistic 

m
easure of a place’s capacity for density. They do 

not take account of other m
odes of transport such 

as w
alking and cycling, the capacity of local social 

infrastructure, such as shops, healthcare, education 
and open spaces and access to local em

ploym
ent. 

This results in developm
ents not necessarily 

optim
ising local infrastructure. The London P

lan 
recom

m
ends use of the A

ccess To O
pportunities 

and S
ervices (A

TO
S

) tool to better understand w
hat 

services are accessible by foot and cycling in a local 
area. The use of m

ore sophisticated tools such as 
A

TO
S

 should be extended and built into the  
D

ensity M
atrix.

A
 key com

ponent of the D
ensity M

atrix is the 
categorisation of ‘setting’ into C

entral, U
rban 

and S
uburban. The definitions of these conflate 

subjective ideas of character areas w
ith proxies for 

social infrastructure and facilities, such as distance 
from

 a tow
n centre. A

s such, it is rarely referred to 
and is not generally considered useful. A

dditional 
m

easures of density could describe the built form
, 

m
assing, and perm

eability predom
inant in an area.

in section 8 of this report, w
e also need to consider 

how
 w

e accom
m

odate social infrastructure, such as 
schools, shops, open spaces; w

hat the cum
ulative 

im
pact on servicing these new

 densities are, 
including w

aste collection and deliveries; and aspects 
relating to m

aintenance and life costs of very dense 
developm

ent, as explored in section 6. W
e need to 

better understand how
 w

e can ensure that quality of 
life is m

aintained at these very high densities.

A
 fresh look at d

ensity 

W
hilst there is plenty of guidance and experience 

on how
 London should plan and design at densities 

of up to the top range of the D
ensity M

atrix of 405 
units per hectare, there is very little to guide us 
beyond that. W

ith developm
ents being proposed 

in London reaching densities over 3,000 units per 
hectare, policies need to be updated and research 
undertaken to better understand the challenges and 
opportunities of building at such high densities. 

The w
ay in w

hich density is m
easured also 

needs to be reassessed. M
easuring density on a 

site-by-site basis provides a lim
ited understanding 

of the im
pact that individual densities w

ill have on 
an area. F

or exam
ple, the D

ensity M
atrix does not 

take into account the existing density of a particular 
area, the intensity of use of its infrastructure, or 
the cum

ulative im
pact that other developm

ent w
ill 

have on it. S
o w

hilst an area m
ay be of particularly 

low
 density and have a surplus of transport 

infrastructure, this w
ill not be reflected in the 

potential density of a site. The result can be that 
schem

es do not optim
ise the full extent of an area’s 

capacity for grow
th.
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D
elivering the infrastructure for  

 
good grow

th

The London Infrastructure P
lan 2050 estim

ates 
that the total bill for delivering and m

aintaining the 
infrastructure needed to accom

m
odate London’s 

grow
th from

 2016-2050 w
ill be £1.3 trillion. 52 O

n the 
basis of current levels of public sector investm

ent 
in infrastructure, this w

ould leave a funding gap 
of £173 billion - or approxim

ately £400 per capita, 
per year. The London Infrastructure P

lan highlights 
that reduced public expenditure on infrastructure, 
including cuts in G

overnm
ent grants for affordable 

housing, transport and education, w
ill not keep pace 

w
ith projected levels of grow

th in London. 
P

rivate sector developm
ent is increasingly 

expected to help fill this infrastructural funding gap 
through the C

om
m

unity Infrastructure Levy (C
IL) 53 

and S
106 planning obligations. 54 To ensure that this 

additional burden on private developm
ents does 

not render schem
es unviable, the N

ational P
lanning 

P
olicy F

ram
ew

ork requires the costs of any 
requirem

ents such as affordable housing, standards 
or infrastructure ‘provide com

petitive returns to a 
w

illing landow
ner and w

illing developer to enable 
the developm

ent to be deliverable.’ 55

P
ublic and private

This system
 gives local authorities a m

echanism
 to 

secure the necessary contributions to fund public 
infrastructure, and gives private developers the 
security that their schem

es w
ill rem

ain deliverable. 
H

ow
ever, w

here public infrastructure requirem
ents 

F
unding public infrastructure through private developm

ent 
contributes to increasingly high developm

ent densities.
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developm
ent. The results of a G

reater London 
A

uthority (G
LA

) survey
56 of public attitudes to grow

th 
listed housing affordability, health services and 
w

aiting tim
es, and public transport as Londoners’ 

top three concerns about grow
th. The sam

e 
survey found that around a quarter of Londoners 
think that new

 developm
ent w

ill not deliver this 
necessary infrastructure. G

reater transparency and 
accountability over S

106 agreem
ents and the viability 

appraisals that underpin them
 w

ould help reconcile 
this m

ism
atch betw

een com
m

unities’ dem
ands 

from
 new

 developm
ents and the reality of w

hat 
infrastructure they can deliver.

R
eform

s to the system
 of planning obligations 

should be based on the general principle that 
all beneficiaries should pay for infrastructure in 
proportion to how

 m
uch they benefit. This w

ould 
involve capturing the uplift in value of existing 
residential property generated by new

 infrastructure, 
w

hich in turn w
ould allow

 im
provem

ents to the 
infrastructure of areas w

ith a lack of provision 
w

ithout relying on new
 developm

ent.
F

inally, w
e need to harness technology to m

ake 
sure that the provision of infrastructure not only 
keeps up w

ith dem
and, but anticipates and m

anages 
it. The London Infrastructure M

apping A
pplication 

is being developed to bring together inform
ation 

from
 a range of sources allow

ing infrastructure 
providers to forecast grow

th, plan investm
ent and 

coordinate delivery. This should be com
plem

ented 
by sm

arter use of the infrastructure w
e already have 

by m
anaging dem

and over tim
e, for exam

ple through 
incentives and dynam

ic pricing. 57

challenge the deliverability of a schem
e, 

som
ething has to give. In this situation, it can be 

in the interests of both the local authority and the 
developer to increase the density of a schem

e to 
generate m

ore cross-subsidy, reduce the level of 
affordable housing provision w

here there is no fixed 
requirem

ent, or a com
bination of both. This w

ay, the 
local authority benefits from

 infrastructural funding 
and the delivery of regeneration, and the private 
developer benefits from

 com
petitive returns and the 

delivery of associated infrastructure w
hich enhances 

their schem
e. 

If you w
ere designing the 

system
 for funding public 

infrastructure through 
developm

ent again, you 
w

ouldn’t start from
 here.

W
hilst in som

e cases higher densities are desirable 
to m

ake the m
ost of existing infrastructure and 

support sustainable travel patterns, in other cases 
an unintended consequence of this trade-off can be 
a drive tow

ards higher densities, a push for higher-
priced private housing to balance the viability, or a 
reduction of on-site affordable housing. These trade-
offs are affecting the form

 of London, and our ability to 
build m

ixed and balanced com
m

unities. A
s w

as said 
at one of the roundtable discussions that inform

ed the 
G

ood G
row

th A
genda series, if you w

ere designing 
the system

 for funding public infrastructure through 
developm

ent again, you w
ouldn’t start from

 here.
G

etting the provision of public infrastructure 
right is critical to gaining public support for new
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The place of tall buildings in   
 

L
ondon

London’s skyline has evolved dram
atically over 

history, punctuated by structures that express 
changing social and econom

ic values: W
ren’s spires 

and the dom
e of S

t P
aul’s; the chim

neys of V
ictorian 

industry; the m
odular tow

ers of post-w
ar social 

housing; office blocks in the C
ity and C

anary W
harf 

in the ‘80s and ‘90s. A
nd now

, prim
arily residential-

led m
ixed-use developm

ent, dotted across the city. 

H
aving a ‘feedback 

m
echanism

’ in w
hich w

e can 
collect data to assess the 
predom

inant typologies and 
their overall quality w

ould 
allow

 officers to have a m
ore 

in-depth understanding of how
 

policies affect urban form
.

H
ow

 tall is tall?
 There is no universal definition for 

w
hat constitutes a tall building. The M

ayor defines 
tall buildings in his London P

lan as buildings “that 
are substantially taller than their surroundings, 
cause a significant change to the skyline or are 
larger than the threshold sizes set for the referral of 
planning applications to the M

ayor.” N
ew

 London 
A

rchitecture used the benchm
ark of 20 storeys tall 

in its research w
ith G

L H
earn, w

hich revealed that 
263 buildings of that scale are in the pipeline for the 
capital. A

s discussed in section 5
, densities over 
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450 units per hectare tend to result in tall buildings 
typologies. 

Tall buildings rem
ain one of the m

ost high-profile 
and contested aspects of planning in London today. 
Last year there w

ere 85 planning applications w
ith 

tall buildings proposed across London. O
f these, 

79 w
ere approved, the m

ajority w
ithin O

pportunity 
A

reas, the C
A

Z
, tow

n centres and areas w
ith high 

public transport accessibility levels, in accordance 
w

ith the criteria in London P
lan P

olicy 7.7. 

G
oing

 p
ub

lic

P
ublic discussion around tall buildings is polarised, 

w
ith som

e schem
es attracting vocal opposition. 

H
ow

ever, a survey of public attitudes to grow
th 

carried out by the G
LA

 show
ed that few

er than 
10 per cent of Londoners consider the height 
of buildings as being a m

ajor concern. W
hether 

w
idespread or not, the level of opposition does 

highlight issues over how
 policy and the assessm

ent 
of tall buildings in London is com

m
unicated. 

There is a plethora of policy on tall buildings 
across London, from

 non-statutory building height 
strategies, A

rea A
ction P

lans, S
upplem

entary 
P

lanning D
ocum

ents, Local P
lans, the London 

P
lan, the London V

iew
 M

anagem
ent F

ram
ew

ork 
(LV

M
F

) and the W
orld H

eritage S
ites S

P
G

. These 
policies usually set out w

here tall buildings should or 
should not be located, how

 tall buildings should be, 
architectural quality and requirem

ents for addressing 
m

icroclim
atic issues associated w

ith them
. This 

m
ultitude of guidance paints an unclear picture 

of current tall buildings policy across London and 
should be consolidated to both im

prove developer 

W
hile high density developm

ents - over 450 dw
ellings per 

hectare - have tended to be concentrated in inner London, 
m

any are now
 being planned in the outer boroughs. 

C
om

pleted developm
ents 

over 450dph (A
pril 2009 - 

M
arch 2014)

P
ipeline developm

ents 
over 450dph 
(M

arch 2014)
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certainty and public understanding of w
here tall 

buildings m
ay or m

ay be not acceptable. 
G

iven the im
pact and num

ber of tall buildings 
proposed across London, policy needs to be 
strengthened. F

urther research is needed to better 
understand and com

m
unicate the cum

ulative visual 
im

pacts these buildings have, develop better 
understanding of their im

pact on m
icroclim

ate, the 
im

portance of ground floor uses, as w
ell as better 

understand their social im
pact, in term

s of social 
infrastructure, energy and w

aste m
anagem

ent. This 
is explored further in section 6

 of this report, on 
density.

The process of assessing applications for 
tall buildings w

ould also benefit from
 greater 

transparency and accessibility. P
roposals are 

generally accom
panied by in-depth assessm

ents of 
their visual im

pact, com
m

issioned from
 specialist 

consultancies, w
hich use three-dim

ensional m
odels 

to illustrate view
s specified by developm

ent 
m

anagem
ent planners. H

ow
ever, the reports 

outlining these assessm
ents are not easily 

accessible to the general public, and can be one 
of hundreds of different docum

ents listed online. 
A

 m
ore visually accessible m

edium
 for assessing 

and com
m

enting on applications w
ould help create 

a m
ore inform

ed and open discussion around 
proposals for tall buildings. 
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M
onitoring the qualitative im

pacts  
 

of planning policies

The form
 of developm

ent in London is the result of 
a num

ber of different factors, planning policy being 
only one of them

. The policies in the London P
lan 

and associated S
upplem

entary P
lanning G

uidance 
do not prescribe built form

; instead, they set out 
a range of standards w

hich need to be m
et by 

architects and developers, independent of the form
 

developm
ent m

ight take. 
In designing schem

es to be com
pliant w

ith 
these standards, architects w

ill often face sim
ilar 

challenges and develop com
parable w

ays of 
addressing them

. In m
any cases, these lead to 

specific typologies, w
hich often raise new

 issues 
that m

ight be detrim
ental to their overall quality 

and m
ay not be anticipated by current planning 

policy. F
or exam

ple: policies around avoiding north-
facing single-aspect units have resulted in som

e 
developm

ents being designed as linear blocks 
oriented north-south, regardless of the existing 
street pattern. W

ithout intelligent design, grow
ing 

requirem
ents for bicycle storage can result in 

an increase in the am
ount of poor quality street 

frontage; and requirem
ents for providing private and 

affordable housing w
ithin the sam

e developm
ent 

have resulted in the em
ergence of the ‘poor door’ 

phenom
enon.

W
hilst in m

any cases, architects can design 
schem

es w
hich m

eet all required policies w
ithout 

com
prom

ising other aspects w
hich are im

portant 
to quality of place, in som

e circum
stances, the 

com
bined effect of these policies is resulting in 

developm
ent form

 w
hich is detrim

ental to the overall 
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quality of a place. H
ow

ever, w
e currently do not 

have a form
al w

ay of m
onitoring and collecting 

data on this, m
aking it difficult to learn w

hat these 
unintended consequences m

ay be and how
 policy 

should be fine-tuned to avoid them
. F

urtherm
ore, 

w
hilst the im

pact of London P
lan policies and their 

im
plem

entation is m
onitored through an A

nnual 
M

onitoring R
eport w

hich sets out 24 perform
ance 

indicators, none of these provide an indication of 
design quality.

F
ine tuning

 H
aving a ‘feedback m

echanism
’ in w

hich w
e can 

collect data to assess the predom
inant typologies 

and their overall quality w
ould allow

 officers to have 
a m

ore in-depth understanding of how
 policies 

affect urban form
. In turn, this w

ould allow
 them

 to 
fine-tune policies and standards to ensure that they 
are leading architects and developers to delivering 
only the highest quality developm

ent. In doing so, 
policies w

ill evolve over tim
e in response to w

here 
the m

arket is failing to deliver, and in som
e cases 

they w
ill even becom

e redundant. B
ut above all, they 

w
ill ensure that the developm

ent being proposed in 
London w

ill alw
ays be of the highest quality.

H
ow

ever, policy is only as effective as those 
im

plem
enting it, and as such, it is critical to ensure 

that planners im
plem

enting these policies have a 
good understanding of the rationale behind them

, 
and how

 they m
ight have evolved and changed over 

tim
e. F

urther discussion and recom
m

endations on 
the need to have w

ell-resourced and skilled planning 
departm

ents can be found in G
ood

 G
row

th A
g

end
a 

4
: S

hap
ing

 L
ond

on. 
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U
nderstanding the w

hole-life   
 

m
anagem

ent and m
aintenance  

 
costs of buildings

A
 com

m
only used rule of thum

b is that, for every 
£1 it costs to design a building, it costs £10 to 
construct, and £150 to m

aintain over its w
hole 

life. 58 B
ut w

hile design m
ay represent a sm

all 
proportion of the w

hole-life cost of a building, it 
has a fundam

ental im
pact on how

 w
ell the building 

w
orks and how

 m
uch it costs over the longer term

. 
It is a sim

ilar story at the m
acro scale. That is, the 

decisions w
e m

ake now
 about the planning and 

design of the form
 of London w

ill have exponential 
and lasting im

plications for the ongoing affordability 
and social sustainability of the city.

The developm
ent industry, the planning 

system
 and the housing m

arket have traditionally 
tended to focus on im

m
ediate capital costs, 

w
hether calculating the viability of a schem

e, or 
assessing its affordability. There is little incentive 
for housebuilders developing schem

es for sale 
rather than retaining a long-term

 interest to take 
into account w

hole-life costs. H
ow

ever, w
ith 

higher densities to accom
m

odate a grow
ing 

population, greater consideration needs to be given 
to m

anagem
ent and m

aintenance costs for the 
occupiers of new

 developm
ents.

The increasing density and technical 
com

plexity of developm
ents in London is placing 

additional dem
ands on ongoing m

anagem
ent and 

m
aintenance. These costs are being passed on to 

residents through rising service charges, w
hich are 

becom
ing an increasingly im

portant factor in the 
actual affordability of housing, and the feasibility 

H
igher density developm

ent pays for a high proportion of 
its ow

n facilities through service charges, and contributes 
a greater council tax incom

e for public infrastructure than 
suburban housing.

4 council tax payers  x  £1,298* =
 £5,000

*A
verage C

ouncil Tax B
and D

 in London 

98 council tax payers  x  £1,298* =
 £127,000 
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in the best balance betw
een affordability and social 

integration?
 Tenure blind provision, or ‘pepper 

potting’, is assum
ed to be preferable in term

s of 
social inclusion, but can result in increased service 
charges for affordable tenants. S

plitting tenures 
by core allow

s for a m
ore flexible approach to 

service charges, but can attract criticism
 for the 

differentiation of m
arket housing and ‘poor doors’.

L
ondon policym

akers and 
planners need a m

ore 
sophisticated understanding 
of the actual costs of  
long-term

 m
anagem

ent and 
m

aintenance.

H
ow

 do certain typologies result in a different 
distribution of m

anagem
ent and m

aintenance costs 
betw

een local authorities and tenants?
 W

here a 
residential building fronts directly onto an adopted 
highw

ay, the council covers the costs of m
aintaining 

public space. W
here a residential building is 

accessed off privately ow
ned public space, or 

com
m

unal circulation space, these costs are 
loaded onto occupiers through the service charge. 
London policym

akers and planners need a m
ore 

sophisticated understanding of the actual costs of 
long-term

 m
anagem

ent and m
aintenance, w

hether 
through services charges or council tax.

of integrating and m
ixing different tenures. The 

average annual cost of the service charge for new
 

affordable housing in London (excluding heating) is 
now

 around £2.90 per square foot. In som
e cases, 

service charges are as m
uch as £5 per square foot, 

w
hich w

orks out as £3,765 a year for a tw
o-bed, 

four person apartm
ent. 59

H
igher density buildings tend to involve m

ore 
com

m
on spaces and services to m

anage, m
ore 

com
plex technical solutions for elem

ents like lifts, 
cleaning, security or ventilation to m

aintain, and 
building com

ponents w
ith different lifecycles that 

need a sinking fund to cover future replacem
ent. 

A
 greater diversity of tenures w

ithin single 
developm

ents or buildings, from
 m

arket to 
interm

ediate to affordable, can also add to the 
com

plications and costs of m
anagem

ent, and is 
therefore often not favoured by housing associations 
seeking to keep dow

n service charges.

D
esig

n id
eals

G
ood design at the outset and early engagem

ent 
w

ith registered providers can reduce ongoing 
m

anagem
ent and m

aintenance costs, achieve 
econom

ies of scale, and offer m
ore socially 

sustainable w
ays of m

ixing tenure. O
perational 

considerations should inform
 every design decision 

– from
 typology to tenure m

ix, urban design to 
landscaping, architecture to m

aterials, and internal 
layout to m

echanical and electrical engineering. 
F

urther evidence is needed to better inform
 these 

decisions and m
ake sure w

e are not repeating the 
m

istakes of high density housing m
ade in the past. 

F
or exam

ple, w
hat m

odels of m
ixing tenures result 
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