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20 million population A million homes short 



Our London Manifesto 



Growth and Infrastructure Frameworks 



Highlights from a range of Strategic Growth and Infrastructure Frameworks 

Strategy Period Years 
Homes 

Planned 
Population 

Increase 
Job 

Increase 

Infrastructure 
Costs 

(£million) 
Funding Gap 

Kent and Medway 
Growth & Infrastructure 
Framework 

2011-2031 20 188,200 413,900 135,800 £7,100 32% 

Surrey Infrastructure 
Study 

2015-2030 15 47,053 60,991 59,000 £5,400 60% 

West Sussex 
Infrastructure Study 

2015-2030 15 48,930 63,300 n.a £2,500 31% 

Greater Essex Growth & 
Infrastructure 
Framework 

2016-2036 20 179,660 298,700 79,000 £10,400 43% 

Oxfordshire 
Infrastructure Strategy 

2016-2040 25 123,500 267,000 101,000 £9,000 n.a 

Suffolk Strategic Planning 
& Infrastructure 
Framework  

2016-2050 35 87,000 x 45,000 £4,500 n.a 



–Barriers to housing and infrastructure 
delivery across the corridor 

–Levers to facilitate infrastructure and 
growth 

–Quantifying the impact 
–Assessment of scenarios 
–Conclusions and recommendations 
–Target: 1 million homes by 2050 
 c.28,000 per year 

The Oxford – Milton Keynes – Cambridge Arc 



The Oxford – Milton Keynes – Cambridge Arc 



The Oxford – Milton Keynes – Cambridge Arc 



Context 
Local Planning 

Authority 
Average 
annual 

dwelling 
completions 
2007-2017 

Completi
ons in 
most 

recent 
year 

(2016-7) 

Completi
ons in 

peak year 

Peak year Average 
annual 

dwelling 
completion

s as % of 
Corridor 
average 

Oxfordshire-Swindon 
sub-area average 

447 4,080 4,420 2008 95.7 

Milton Keynes-
Northamapton-
Bedford-Luton sub-
area average 

570 6,970 6,970 2017 122.0 

Greater Cambridge 
sub-area average 

353 3,280 3,280 2017 75.6 

Corridor average 467 14,330 14,330 2017 100 



Barriers 
–Leadership and Governance: 

–A lack of co-ordination/co-operation across 
boundaries 

–Too many partners, too much of a public 
sector focus 

–Planning Policy 
–Lack of spatial planning policy above local 

level –missing strategic vision 
–Local Plan process 
–Site size thresholds for land availability 

assessments too high 
–Neighbourhood Plans too restrictive 

–Planning Consenting 
–Capacity issues 
–Inconsistency and over complexity leading to 

long planning process 
–Infrastructure development 

–A lack of forward planning and funding 
–Too much upfront burden on development 

–Funding and delivery 
–Too few actors in the housing market 
–Too much focus on private sector land 

acquisition 
–Not enough focus on public sector land 

release 
–Lack of flexibility in CIL, and restrictions on 

S106 pooling limited upfront infrastructure 
funding opportunities. 

 



Levers 
–Leadership and Governance: 

–Instances of positive collaboration and 
strategic planning under “Duty to Cooperate” 

–Statements of common ground 
–Devolution deals 
–Need for a pan-corridor organisation that 

plans for housing, transport, employment, and 
utilities with fiscal autonomy, single vision and 
strong brand. 

–Planning Policy 
–Consistent approach to policy evidence 
–Larger than local spatial policy framework 
–Central Government intervention 

–Planning Consenting 
–Use of Planning Performance Agreements, 

LDOs and Permissions in Principle 
 

–Infrastructure development 
–Upfront funding of infrastructure 
–Better quality broadband 
–Upfront infrastructure costs offset against 

future revenue streams 
–More transparency between developer 

contributions and individual sites. 
–Funding and delivery 

–Innovative mechanisms – e.g. TIF, Land Value 
Capture, open land registry data 

–Greater use of CPOs, DCOs 
–Provision of Development Corporation Powers 
–Alternatives to CIL/S106 
–Local authority delivery – e.g. homes builder, 

incentives to SMEs 
 



Typologies 



Case Studies 



 Average annual delivery rate by typology 



Fastest completion 



Total completion rates 



Key Findings 

Area Barriers (baseline) Levers (future) 

Leadership and governance Lack of co-operation across 
boundaries 

Pan-corridor and cross-authority bodies 
established 

Planning policy Lack of planning and policy above 
local authority level 

Strategic spatial plan to articulate policy 
objectives/allocate growth 

Planning consenting Slow, complex process Multiple opportunities for speeding and 
streamlining process 

Infrastructure development  Lack of certainty and clarity on 
infrastructure 

Holistic planning for housing and 
infrastructure 

Funding and delivery Limited forward funding; housing 
market broken 

Multiple mechanisms for forward 
funding; encourage innovation in 
housing market 



How do you deliver? 



• How to deliver transformational growth- 30,000 dwellings pa? 
• Comprehensive solution- both plan making and governance 

• Corridor-wide spatial plan identifying locations for transformational growth – by 2020 
• Existing structures including combined authorities to facilitate this 
• Longer term – Corridor-wide co-ordination body 

 

• Infrastructure 
• Buy in from local authorities and communities on scale of growth/infrastructure delivery  
• Delivery of E-W Rail and Expressway underpinning transformational growth.  
• CR1 solution , Sovereign wealth funds?   
• Other hard and soft infrastructure; existing funding mechanisms likely not enough. 

 

 

A strategic approach to delivery 



 
• Key questions 

• Why should  planning system decisions lead to such significant gains for landowners /developers? 
• Why not capture a greater proportion of the value of (public) infrastructure investment? 

• New Towns were effective but unlikely to be repeated 
• Despite New Towns Act, case law frustrates aim of acquiring land at EUV 
• Public funding of capex  required unlikely 
• Multiple development corporations required (10-15 across Corridor) 

• Alternative scenario 
• Public sector/landowner agreements needed to share enhanced land receipts at early point in plan- 

making process 
• Infrastructure provision  by  public-private partnerships/ventures financed through prudential borrowing, 

pension funds etc. with all parties sharing land value uplift. 
• Other funding sources include: 

• Sovereign wealth funds/ SoE 
• Infrastructure levy 
• Alternative income streams to finance public infrastructure bonds- but multiple LPAs   

 

A new approach to delivery and funding 



• Existing housebuilding industry structure not able to deliver transformational 
growth 

• New types of housing providers, including large scale self build as at Bicester 
• HDV type model 
• Traditional delivery methods slow- need to encourage innovation, e.g. 

 
-Modular/off-site  
-Robotics 
-Others 

Delivering the housing growth needed 



Thanks 

Tom.venables@aecom.com 
Charles.Ledward@aecom.com 
Jesse.Honey@aecom.com 
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