
 

 

THE DRAFT NEW LONDON PLAN – EXAMINATION IN PUBLIC – MAT TER 33 

This written statement has been prepared by Vita Group and it relates to Matter 33 (Large 

Scale Shared Living Development) only, which states:  

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? 

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? 

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

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? 

Introduction   

Vita Group is an award-winning developer/operator that creates connected communities, 

underpinned by living spaces. Our commitment to understanding the end customer, the people 

who live and work in a city, is unrivalled and unrelenting. We constantly monitor attitudes and 

behaviours to develop relevant and authentic experiences which resonate with a clearly 

defined, emerging or currently under-served demographic.  

Vita Group’s track record in providing an exceptional level of customer service through its 

long-term commitment to management of its buildings is exemplified by its award-winning 

brand Vita Student which has twice won the National Customer Experience Award, against 

companies such as Dorchester Hotels, RBS and Barclays. 

We currently operate 4,600 student apartments across the UK, 241 serviced apartments and 

have over 1,500 residential units under construction across six buildings. 

London is a clear gap in our UK coverage and we intend to invest in the capital in the coming 

years.   

Our response to some of the questions raised on Matter 33 is set out below.  

Would Policy H18 provide a justified and effective approach to the delivery of 

large scale purpose built shared living accommodation in London?  

We support the inclusion of a specific strategic policy that recognises that co-living has a place 

in London’s housing supply. It is, however, considered that the policy, as presently drafted, 

only provides tentative support to the delivery of large scale purpose built shared living 

accommodation in London. The policy should be strengthened to recognise the important role 

that purpose-built shared living can and should play in providing housing particularly for young 

people on modest incomes  – graduates and young workers and professionals – who struggle 

to rent on the private market, having to compete with more established professionals for  



 

 

PRS/Build to Rent housing, or who are looking to develop or expand their connection by living 

in a community of connected individuals with a shared ethos.  

A large proportion of these people may have just moved to the capital starting out their career 

and do not have the financial resources (and / or it is not their priority) to buy a property.  

This target market currently typically ends up sharing existing housing stock that is not fit for 

purpose or designed for sharers. This can take the form of flat shares, for example two people 

sharing an apartment owned by a buy-to-let landlord, or professional HMOs in older, former-

family properties converted to maximise bedrooms and rental returns. Prevalent in this sector 

is a sub-standard level of maintenance and overall quality, excessive fees and deposit 

requirements, as well as restrictive annual tenancies. Overall, these requirements do not align 

with a generation that values flexibility and value for money. 

House-sharing relationships are frequently the result of online advertising without any 

consideration of compatibility. Negative living experiences can shape the perception of a city 

and someone’s appetite to remain as a resident, as well as being disruptive in the early years 

of a career where focus is needed. 

An indirect effect of the current reliance on HMOs is the impact on the supply and cost of 

family housing, forcing Londoners to commute from surrounding outer London boroughs. 

Similar to purpose-built student accommodation, purpose-built, large-scale shared living 

accommodations can assist in increasing the number of HMO properties returning to the 

market for purchase by families, helping to build and maintain strong communities. 

The draft policy H18 should clarify and confirm that, similar to student housing, purpose-built 

large-scale shared living contributes to local housing targets in accordance with the NPPG, 

which notes that “All student accommodation, […] can be included towards the housing 

requirement, based on the amount of accommodation it releases in the housing market.” 

(Paragraph: 042 Reference ID: 3-042-20180913).  

Creating a purpose-built product that caters to a specific market will free up traditional homes 

and apartments for occupation by families, couples and individuals in a manner consistent 

with the intended purpose of that property.  

In summary, supporting para 4.18.1 should be amended to state: 

“Large-scale shared living developments may can provide a good housing option for single 

person households who cannot or choose not to live in self-contained homes or HMOs. This 

policy is required to ensure that new purpose-built shared living developments are of 

acceptable quality, well-managed and integrated into their surroundings.” 

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? 

We welcome the GLA’s focus on high quality and design, and note that the draft Plan provides 

that the Mayor may, if deemed necessary, produce further planning guidance, including space 

standards, for shared living developments. It would be important for any such guidance to 

recognise that delivering the objectives of policies GG1 to GG4 cannot be reduced to the  



 

 

space standards for individual private rooms but also needs to take account of the overall offer 

in the whole building including the communal spaces and community experience.  

We are also concerned that supporting para 4.18A states that this type of accommodation in 

planning terms is classed as “sui generis non-self-contained market housing”. We consider 

that shared living schemes should not be limited in this regard and indeed a small proportion 

(10-20%) of self-contained co-living units can play an important role in providing housing 

choice and mobility within shared living accommodations, in accordance with the objectives of 

GG1 (building strong and inclusive communities) and GG4 (delivering the homes Londoners 

need). 

For instance, co-living schemes recently approved in some of the regional cities (Manchester 

and Sheffield) offer a mixed, more inclusive product – predominantly cluster apartments of up 

to 8 persons (ie non-self-contained private bedrooms with shared communal facilities) with a 

small proportion (10-20%) of self-contained co-living units (incl. en-suite bathroom and 

kitchenette). In these regional examples, cluster apartments allow the inclusion of semi-private 

spaces shared between 2-8 people as well as a separate private bedroom space.   

The above form of shared living is also recognised by the Irish government which promotes 

co-living as a mix of residential units comprising 2-6 en-suite private bedrooms, of single and 

/ or double occupancy, with common shared areas within the residential unit for living and 

kitchen facilities, together with the provision of wider recreational and leisure amenities as part 

of the overall development. 

In its recently adopted national guidance 1, the Irish government supports the concept and 

sees co-living as one of the products that will assist in allowing cities to retrain and compete 

for the retention of talent and key sectors of society including a young and increasingly 

internationally mobile workforce.  

Similar to the Irish approach, any further guidance the Mayor deems necessary should provide 

for consideration of the overall offer of a proposed development and not simply a rigid space 

standard for the private rooms within it. 

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

From our experience with student housing and PRS developments, we consider that scale is 

an important consideration in creating a mixed and inclusive community, and the Mayor is right 

in setting a minimum threshold, but we believe this should be in the 100s rather than the 10s.  

 

 

 

 

 

                                                           
1 (‘Sustainable Urban Housing: Design Standards for New Apartments Guidelines for Planning Authorities 
(https://www.housing.gov.ie/sites/default/files/publications/files/design_standards_for_new_apartments_-

_guidelines_for_planning_authorities_2018.pdf) 

https://www.housing.gov.ie/sites/default/files/publications/files/design_standards_for_new_apartments_-_guidelines_for_planning_authorities_2018.pdf
https://www.housing.gov.ie/sites/default/files/publications/files/design_standards_for_new_apartments_-_guidelines_for_planning_authorities_2018.pdf

