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Large Scale Shared Living Development 

M33.  Would Policy H18 provide a justified and effective approach to the delivery of large scale purpose 
built shared living accommodation in London?  In particular:  

a) Would the criteria set out in Policy H18A be justified?  

We appreciate the attempt to ensure that residents in large scale shared living developments receive good 
quality accommodation and a range of shared amenities and services.  However, it is not appropriate that this 
form of housing should be treated as sui generis.  We presume that this reflects it is similarity to student 
housing, which for some reason, has historically been dealt with in this way.  Student housing is by definition, 
temporary and mostly used only in term-time.  ‘Shared living’ is arguably more like a hostel, which does fall 
within Use Class C, as do care homes, hotels and even prisons.  It therefore makes little sense to take this 
outside of Class C and yet set policies within the housing chapter of the London Plan. 

At a practical level we have a number of concerns: these developments tend to be very large and institutional, 
the private accommodation is often very small, the cost is often high and we know very little about the impact 
that living in a small space may have on wellbeing and mental health.  The smallest rooms in the Collective in 
Old Oak are 8.5m2, two residents share a small kitchenette and rents start at £1000/month - considerably 
above the social rent for a one bedroom flat.  That means that a large majority of young Londoners would be 
unable to afford to live there.  

Item 6 of Policy H18 A needs to be much more explicit about what is meant by ‘adequate functional living 
space and layout’.  It is crucial that homes of all types and tenures are designed with flexibility in mind to 
ensure they are durable and are of lasting quality.  Therefore, as a minimum it should set minimum room sizes 
for one and two people and define the activities and furniture they should accommodate.  

b) In the absence of the application of defined space and amenity standards, would it be effective and 
justified in delivering good design and the objectives of policies GG1 to GG4? 

As noted above, we believe that minimum space standards are essential, and we are concerned about the 
impact on well-being and the environmental implications of what are inevitably single aspect spaces. 

c) Would the size of development defined in paragraph 4.18.3 be justified? 

We are not convinced that bigger is better.  While we understand the reason for requiring a minimum of 50 
units, we are concerned that this risks institutionalising people.  The Collective has 546 rooms; many of those 
who live there will have already experienced years in large-scale student housing.  Setting a lower limit also 
effectively rules out any intermediate solution between a domestic size HMO and a large building.  

We note that this paragraph explicitly seeks to ensure that large-scale shared living does not ‘become a 
hostel’.  We do not regard hostels as places to avoid and see some parallels with shared living.  We would 
prefer to see smaller, less institutional versions of shared living with fewer communal facilities, larger private 
spaces, a more homely feel and a greater likelihood of fostering a cohesive community.  Their purpose would 
be to provide safe, good quality, well-managed accommodation on a not-for-profit basis for a time-limited 
period of perhaps three years.  The shared spaces could include a laundry/utility room to allow people to 
manage their own clothes washing and room cleaning.  Smaller (rather than larger) buildings of single tenure of 



 
 

Reference: R:\Housing\03_External Publications\Publications\London Plan 2017\EiP written statements\EiP written statement – Levitt 
Bernstein – matter 33 2 of 2 

this type will also enable a greater degree of integration within traditional London neighbourhoods, and 
stronger community cohesion between new residents and those in the surrounding community. 

d) Would the affordable housing requirements be effective and justified? 

e) Overall, would it deliver the planned level of growth to meet the objectives of good growth policies GG1 
to GG4? 

We accept that shared living can be a positive choice and that well designed purpose-built accommodation 
has clear advantages over poor quality HMOs.  But we are not convinced that large, fully-serviced 
developments are necessarily better than smaller scale, self-managed, co-living arrangements and urge the 
GLA to consider trialling purpose-built, domestic scale (3-4 storey) HMOs.  Irrespective of scale, we feel that 
all shared living developments should be taken into Use Class 3 (possibly a new category?) and subject to 
appropriate standards and regulation. 

 


