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1. INTRODUCTION 

In September 2008 Westminster City Council and its partner authorities in Central London 
Forward (CLF) commissioned URS Corporation Ltd (URS) to carry out an assessment of their 
strategic infrastructure needs.  

The overall study aims to provide a strategic (i.e. sub-regional) understanding of the 
implications of growth for the whole of Central London, with an indication of how growth, and 
therefore demand for infrastructure, is distributed across the study area.  

The Central London Forward local authorities are: 

·  City of London 

·  City of Westminster 

·  London Borough of Camden 

·  London Borough of Islington 

·  London Borough of Southwark 

·  Royal Borough of Kensington and Chelsea. 

The London Borough of Lambeth joined CLF in 2009, but as this was after the study was 
commissioned information on Lambeth is not included in the analysis.  

Figure 1: Central London Forward Local Authorities  

 
Source: Central London Forward and URS Corporation
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2. STRATEGIC INFRASTRUCTURE PLANNING REQUIREMENT 

The project brief identifies the study key tasks as being:  

To assess the infrastructure needs of Central London for the next 15-20 years, to coincide 
with the time horizon of the LDF Core Strategy in a manner that enables boroughs to reflect 
these needs in their individual LDFs (which will cover the timeframe up to 2026). 

This report covers: 

·  Basic utilities infrastructure including: water and sewerage; flood defences; power 
and telecommunications; waste management facilities 

·  Transport infrastructure - in particular proposals for mainline rail termini and major 
road congestion hotspots 

·  Social infrastructure including that which is provided on a London wide or sub 
regional level such: as adult learning and further education colleges; higher 
education; primary and secondary health care facilities; and emergency services. 

Planning Policy Statement (PPS) 12: ‘Local Spatial Planning’ requires planning authorities to 
place infrastructure planning at the heart of the planning process. It states that the Core 
Strategy should be supported by evidence of physical and social infrastructure requirements 
and advocates a strategic, collaborative and comprehensive approach to the forward planning 
of infrastructure.  

In order to understand the future requirements for infrastructure provision it is essential to 
assess the extent of forecasted development growth in the context of current deficiencies. 
Our approach covers impact of both residential and commercial uses on the forecasted 
demand for relevant infrastructure items. Demand has taken account of both London Plan 
projections and individual authority forecasts. The focus of our work has been on assessing 
requirements of future development as planning guidance including Circular 5/05 and 
emerging guidance on CIL emphasises that new development should not be required to meet 
needs that already exist but rather needs that are arising as a consequence of development.  
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3. APPROACH 

We have followed a common framework for the research so as to ensure consistent reporting 
between the infrastructure areas1. A summary of the approach to this study is set out in 
Figure 2. 

Figure 2: Central London Infrastructure Study, Meth odology 

 

Source: URS Corporation 

 

4. DEMAND FRAMEWORK 

We have looked at overall expected growth and relationship of the infrastructure assessment 
exercise to various factors affecting overall scale and distribution of demand for services. 

The anticipated changes in population, commercial floorspace and dwellings are summarised 
in Table 1. These figures are the inputs driving the forecasts of demand for infrastructure 
items. The table also shows an indicative baseline for comparative purposes2. 

                                                 
1 See table at end of the executive summary for a list of all the components of this infrastructure. 
2 It should be noted that the baseline figures have no impact on the assessment of future infrastructure 
requirements and are presented only to offer an understanding of the likely scale of growh. 

Details on how the growth trajectory was developed, including sources and approach, are presented in 
the Central London Infrastructure Study. 
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Table 1: Baseline and Projected Residential and Com mercial Growth 3 

Category Authority Existing 
Growth 
to 2026 

Growth 
as % of 
Existing  

Population (people)    
 City of London 8,000 4,227 53% 
 Camden 231,900 35,175 15% 
 Islington 178,600 40,943 23% 
 Royal Borough of Kensington and Chelsea 187,800 16,438 9% 
 Southwark 274,400 76,555 28% 
 Westminster City Council 234,100 25,840 11% 
Sub-total 1,114,800 199,178 18% 

Dwellings (units)    
 City of London 5,720 1,800 31% 
 Camden 96,641 14,979 15% 
 Islington 88,537 24,581 28% 
 Royal Borough of Kensington & Chelsea 85,458 7,000 8% 
 Southwark 118,468 32,600 28% 
 Westminster City Council 117,442 13,600 12% 
Sub-total 512,266 94,560 18% 

Business/Office Floorspace (Sqm)    
 City of London 4,895,000 1,018,223 13% 
 Camden 2,179,000 614,820 28% 
 Islington 1,323,000 390,796 30% 
 Royal Borough of Kensington & Chelsea 601,000 118,103 20% 
 Southwark 1,239,000 590,015 48% 
 Westminster City Council 5,592,000 1,137,363 20% 
Sub-total 15,829,000 3,869,320 24% 

Retail Floorspace (Sqm)    
 City of London 241,000 66,795 28% 
 Camden 641,000 27,009 4% 
 Islington 404,000 55,650 14% 
 Royal Borough of Kensington & Chelsea 609,000 115,065 19% 
 Southwark 438,000 84,400 19% 
 Westminster City Council 2,094,000 441,933 21% 
Sub-total 4,427,000 790,852 18% 

Leisure Floorspace (Sqm)    
 City of London 5,859 
 Camden 91,229 
 Islington 80,139 
 Royal Borough of Kensington & Chelsea 81,395 
 Southwark 94,577 

  Westminster City Council 105,458 

Sub-total 

Information not 
available 

458,656 

N/a 

Source: URS Corporation 

                                                 
3 Source: Population: Resident Population Estimates, ONS, 2006; Dwellings: Dwelling Stock by Tenure 
and Condition, ONS 2006; Business / Office Floorspace: Valuation Office Agency data, 2005, Net 
Internal Area, ONS, 2007; Retail Floorspace: Valuation Office Agency data, 2005, Net Internal Area, 
ONS, 2007. Baseline information for leisure floorspace is not available.  

It should be noted that the growth trajectories are currently being further developed by the individual 
authorities as part of their LDF process. As such they are subject to change. 
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Growth is likely to be concentrated in certain parts of Central London. The London Plan 
(2008) refers to Opportunity Areas and Areas for Intensification where jobs, population and 
associated infrastructure demand are likely to be greatest. In Central London these include: 

·  Opportunity Areas: City Fringe (City of London and LB Hackney), Euston (LB 
Camden), King’s Cross (LB Camden), Paddington (City of Westminster), Tottenham 
Court Road (City of Westminster and London Borough of Camden), Victoria (City of 
Westminster), Elephant and Castle and London Bridge (London Borough of 
Southwark) 

·  Areas for Intensification: Arsenal/Holloway (LB Islington), Farringdon/Smithfield (LB 
Islington and LB Camden), Holborn (LB Camden), West Hampstead Interchange (LB 
Camden).  

Given the strategic nature of the study, the majority of infrastructure requirements identified 
are likely to relate to the entire sub-region or its authorities in their entirety.  

The demand figures have been used as an input in to our analysis of infrastructure needs. 
There are a number of caveats to modelling demand for infrastructure according to projected 
growth in homes and jobs. Relevant points include: 

·  There is likely to be significant background growth in demand which is not captured in 
our analysis. For example within inner city administrative areas such as the Central 
London Forward authorities there is evidence of increasing intensity of occupation 
and use of existing development: household sizes appear to be increasing for the first 
time in years; vacant space is being brought back into use; and other space is being 
used more intensively than previously. 

·  There is a changing nature of demand and provision. London is becoming a 24 hour 
city and uses are intensifying in response to changing technology and lack of space. 
This requires new thinking about the relationship between development and the 
spatial and financial outcomes of the resulting demand for infrastructure. 

·  There is particular uncertainty over the modelling of future demand for energy and 
water. Forecasts need to take account of government policy which promotes more 
sustainable living and therefore a potential reduction in per capita usage. However, 
historically usage has increased year on year, and there is as yet no clear evidence 
that government policy will counter this. 

Overall our work on modelling demand for infrastructure by reference to projected growth in 
homes and jobs has faced serious challenges both on gathering forward planning data from 
physical and social infrastructure providers, and with respect to the ways in which buildings 
and energy are used. This means that careful attention will need to be given to the quality of 
infrastructure requirement evidence to justify and support the Community Infrastructure Levy. 

 

5. EXISTING INFORMATION, STRATEGY AND PLANNED INVES TMENT  

Through our research and stakeholder consultation we sought to establish the degree to 
which providers themselves had forecast demand associated with new growth, and planned 
for it. This exercise proved difficult because of gaps in provider strategy and information.  
Reasons for issues include:  

·  Strategic planning requirements and priorities for service providers do not match with 
DPD frameworks, at either the individual the LDF Core Strategy level or London Plan 
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level. DPDs consider growth and infrastructure requirements typically over a 15-20 
year planning period up to 2026. For many infrastructure providers long term strategic 
planning timeframes are not necessary for a variety of reasons, particularly because 
funding cycles (a main driver) operate on short term time horizons.  

·  There is little incentive for some service providers to engage in the DPD plan making 
process. For example electricity, gas and water utilities providers tend to plan local or 
sub regional infrastructure on a reactive basis that subsequently can be charged to 
third parties. These organisations do carry out more strategic planning work4.  

·  The regulatory environment encouraging competition may discourage/prevent co-
ordinated strategic planning. 

·  Some providers are still developing their strategic planns and proposed investment. 
For example the London Strategic Health Authority is engaged in a major exercise to 
reconfigure health services between primary and secondary care. This will have a 
significant impact on the form of further investment.  

Social infrastructure plans are developed by the public sector, for example the Primary Care 
Trust or Local Education Authority and these plans are published and available for review. 
Local Education Authorities (LEAs) are set to take over responsibility for education planning 
for 16 to 19 year olds from the Learning and Skills Council (LSC) starting from the 1st April 
20105. There has been little evidence that the LSC has in place a strategic plan or investment 
framework for future provision of education up to 2026 We assume that the LEAs will adopt a 
similar approach to FE planning to the work they do for early years, primary and secondary 
education. This should improve the situation6. Further details on the adequacy of strategic 
plans are given in Table 6 at the end of this summary section. 

 

6. URS ASSESSMENT OF DEMAND AND REQUIREMENTS 

Following a review of existing information on current and planned provision of the different 
types of infrastructure for the Central London authorities7, we modelled the requirements for 
various infrastructures up to 2026 to provide an independent assessment of the likely demand 
associated with planned growth in the Central London Forward authorities. The scope of the 
exercise was necessarily broad brush and strategic and the outcomes provide an estimate of 
the scale of likely future requirements and were tested with providers where they were willing 
to engage. In this section we summarise our results.  

However it was not meaningful or feasible to quantify demand for all infrastructures (including 
flood risk, waste management, transport, higher education and emergency services) and for 
those we offer a brief summary of the results of our research and consultations. 

                                                 
4 Extensive models for the areas that each provider is responsible for are likely to have been developed 
and to be continuously updated by providers as part of the regulatory process presided over by OFGEM, 
OFWAT and OFCOM. This information however is not transferred into the providers’ strategic five years 
or 25 years plans at such a level of detail (regional, sub-regional and local level) to allow a clear 
understanding of the local challenges and opportunities. 
5 The 14-19 Reform, see http://www.dcsf.gov.uk/14-19/. 
6 LEAs are currently responsible for early years, primary and secondary education planning, albeit the 
timeline of the exercise does not necessarily match the LDF 20 years time horizon.  
7 Please see the Central London Infrastructure Study for full details. 
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Utilities 

Table 2 shows the estimates consumption of energy, water and sewage flows derived from 
the URS infrastructure model. In our model we have taken a pragmatic, worst case scenario 
which utilises strategic / design standards used currently by utilities companies. This analysis 
includes use of an in-house study to determine the possible energy consumption reductions 
due to the implementation of energy efficiency measures for both electricity and gas.  

The forecast energy demand for residential and commercial uses in the Central London 
Forward authorities are provided in kVA (electrical peak demand) and m3/hour (gas demand). 
Based on our estimate of current electricity (531,267 kVA) and gas (83,951 m3/hour) peak 
demand8, and water (59 MLitres/ day) and sewage (89 MLitres/ day) requirements in Central 
London, the projected population growth can be expected to result in a growth in demand by 
approximately 20%9.  

In order to interpret the impact of energy efficiency on the estimated additional energy 
demands arising from growth, in Table 2 we convert the figures to MWh to determine annual 
energy consumption10. We calculate the annual energy consumption based on a worst-case 
scenario, where no energy efficiency measure is implemented (Annual Energy Consumption 
Worst Case Scenario column), and a best case scenario, where a number of energy 
efficiency measures are implemented (Annual Energy Consumption Best Case Scenario 
column). 

Table 2: Projected Demand for Electricity, Gas, Wat er and Sewerage Treatment from 
New Development to 2026 11 

  
Electricity 
projection Gas projection Water Sewage 

  

Annual Energy 
Consumption 

(MWh) 

Annual Energy 
Consumption 

(MWh) Demand Demand 

Authority 

Worst 
Case 

Scenario 
(MWh) 

Best 
Case 

Scenario 
(MWh) 

Worst 
Case 

Scenario 
(MWh) 

Best 
Case 

Scenario 
(MWh) 

(MLitres/ 
day) 

(MLitres/ 
day) 

City of London 337,448 269,958 98,639 78,911 6.8 11.2 

Camden 307,830 246,264 491,131 392,905 9.4 14 

Islington 300,141 240,113 730,083 584,067 9.7 14.1 

Royal Borough of 
Kensington & Chelsea 153,357 122,686 254,147 203,318 4.2 6.3 

Southwark 418,560 334,848 1,014,387 811,510 15.8 22.6 

Westminster City 
Council 632,546 506,037 496,957 397,566 13.2 21.2 

Central London Total 2,149,882 1,719,905 3,085,345 2,468,276 59 89.4 

Source: URS Corporation calculations 

                                                 
8 The strategic design figures consider the load that could hit the system at any one time as a peak. 
9 Baseline figures for leisure uses are not available. The baseline utilities rates are an underestimate, 
resulting in an over-estimate of the percentage growth additional to the baseline. 
10 It is assumed that commercial uses operate 12hrs/day and 9hrs/day during Bank Holidays, i.e. 
4,350hrs/year so as to provide a conservative estimate. It is assumed that the residential uses operate 
9hrs/day for the entire year, i.e. 3,285hrs/year. 
11 Baseline figures for leisure uses are not available. As such the baseline utilities rates are an 
underestimate, resulting in an over-estimate of the percentage growth additional to the baseline. 
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In order to provide an indication of the scale of estimated additional demand, we have 
estimated the quantum of utilities infrastructure that could be required as a result of the 
projected population growth. This does not incorporate detailed considerations of existing 
spare capacity as no detail on existing infrastructure has been so far made available by utility 
provides12.  

·  For electricity, the estimated demand is equivalent to approximately 20 primary 
substations, four to five grid sites (converting electricity from 132kV to 33kV), 531 
one-MVA substations (i.e. secondary substation catering for residential demand) and 
between 350 and 400 two or three-MVA substations (i.e. secondary substations 
catering for commercial demand particularly where this is highly concentrated)13. 

·  For gas, the strategic gas network is assumed to be functional and without need of 
uprating for the most part, with the exception of local reinforcement works that may 
be applicable. If no capacity were available in the existing network, the requirement 
would be for between eight and 10 pressure reducing stations (transforming the gas 
from medium pressure to low pressure). 

·  For water, new water mains and pumping stations (or at least upgraded pumping 
stations) will be required to meet the additional expected demand, which is equivalent 
to two local underground reservoirs each the size of a football pitch. Thames Water 
are however already planning for an additional reservoir and de-salination plant, so it 
assumed that additional resources will be adequate to support the projected growth.  

·  For sewage the additional estimated flows are equivalent to 34 new or renovated 
sewage treatment works (SWT) as well as new and renovated sewers.  

With regards to costs, physical requirements are only indicative of the scale of the 
infrastructure needed to support the projected growth in demand. As such, we only provide 
indicative costing (2009 prices) associated with such requirements to suggest the scale of 
investment that may be required: 

·  For electricity a total of £40 million for the 20 primary substations, between £30 
million and £37.5 million for the four to five grid sites, £48 million for 531 one-MVA 
substations and between £21 million and £24 million for the 350 and 400 two or 
three-MVA substations. 

·  For gas, in the region of £200K and £250K each for between eight and 10 pressure 
reducing stations. 

·  For water, in the region of £40 million in total for two local underground reservoirs. 

·  For sewage, £711 million for the 34 SWT and £888 million for new and renovated 
sewers. 

                                                 
12 These figures effectively present a greenfield scenario which however takes into account the Central 
London location of the authorities and any information on planned works that was made available by 
utility companies. 
13 While primary sub-stations are of considerable size, secondary substations within Greater London 
would generally be approximately five by five metres. As such new secondary sub-stations would 
generally be accommodated within basements of developments. 
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There may be other significant costs for example associated with upgrading existing 
infrastructure and providing new capacity / pipes14.  

Other Hard Infrastructure 

With regards to flood risk, our research demonstrates that Thames Water and the EA are 
making long term plans to mitigate flood risk through the Thames Tunnel and TE2100 
schemes15. However there is insufficient data available on these planned investments to 
enable a detailed assessment of these strategies to manage increased flood risk, or to 
identify costs specifically associated with Central London. While maintaining hard flood 
defences is vital, it will be important for the local authorities to work together with the 
Environment Agency to implement a unified set of flood management standards, as well as 
with Thames Water and other agencies involved in the planning and funding of these 
schemes.   

In respect of waste management in the Central London local authorities, waste is primarily 
transferred, treated and disposed of outside the local authority in which it is generated. 
Increases in population growth and consumption will lead to an increase in the volume of 
waste generated, so the challenge is to manage the disposal of an increasing volume of 
waste being generated, whilst having to divert waste from landfill and reuse/recycle a high 
proportion of the waste streams using the limited number of waste facilities in the Greater 
London area. While the available information does not allow a thorough assessment of future 
likely needs, it is evident that the rising cost of landfill has potentially significant implications 
for the Central London authorities, highlighting the urgent need to comprehensively plan for 
sustainable waste management.  

Social Infrastructure  

Table 3 lays out the estimates of quantum of demand for social infrastructures derived from 
the URS modelling exercise. The HUDU model was used for primary and secondary 
healthcare. While the HUDU model is a useful tool, it does not take the baseline position (i.e. 
existing capacity) into account. In addition, the model does not reflect evolving models of 
healthcare provision, for example the drive to better integrate health and care services and to 
shift care wherever possible out into the community, and the associated move towards 
polyclinics16. Our estimates of infrastructure demand were compared with those of the 
infrastructure providers where available. For acute healthcare, in the past the growth in 
demand has been met by efficiency improvements and it is possible this will continue in the 
future and consequently the infrastructure presented in Table 2 may not all be required. 

                                                 
14 URS has been commissioned by the City of London to look at the potential to develop a tunnel 
network for utilities and CHP. 
15 Thames Estuary 2100 (TE2100) is an Environment Agency project to develop a tidal flood risk 
management plan for the Thames estuary through to the end of the century.  The plan will evaluate the 
region flood risk including the effects of climate change, rising sea levels and the aging of existing flood 
defences.  The EA’s website states that TE 2100 is due to be submitted to the Government in March 
2010. 

The Thames Tideway project comprises two new tunnels to substantially reduce the amount of 
untreated sewage discharged to the River Thames and its tributary the River Lee after heavy rainfall via 
57 Combined Sewage Outfalls (CSOs). The Thames Tunnel is a larger project which will comprise a 32 
km long tunnel under the Thames from the west of the city to Beckton treatment works although the 
precise route is yet to be determined. Construction is provisionally scheduled to start in 2012 and finish 
in 2020. At this stage Thames Water expect to submit a planning application in late 2011. 
16 London’s Health Services: A Framework for Action, Professor Darzi, 2007   
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Table 3: Projected Additional Requirements for Stra tegic Social Infrastructure 17 

Authority 
FE & AL 

(Learners) 
Primary Care 
(No. of GPs) 

Acute and 
Mental Care 

(Beds) 

Intermediate 
Care (Beds 

and Spaces) 

City of London 376 3 18 1 

Camden 3,131 18 90 18 

Islington 3,488 25 134 25 

Kensington & Chelsea 1,463 10 45 7 

Southwark 6,825 33 154 28 

Westminster 2,243 15 72 15 

Central London Total 
17,517 104 513 94 

% Growth Additional to 
Existing 21% N/a N/a N/a 

Source: URS Corporation calculations and HUDU 

Table 4 shows the projected approximate capital cost of strategic social infrastructure 
required to support new development in Central London authorities up to 2026.  

Table 4: Total Capital Cost for Strategic Social In frastructure (2009 prices) 

Authority 
FE & AL 

(£millions) 

GP and 
Primary Care 

(£millions) 

Acute and 
Mental Care 

(Beds) 
(£millions) 

Intermediate 
Care (Beds 

and Spaces) 
(£millions)  

City of London 9.4 1.2 2.7 0.3 

Camden 78.3 15.8 26.7 12.8 

Islington 87.2 22.6 41.6 17.9 

Kensington & Chelsea 36.6 6.3 9.4 3.5 

Southwark 170.4 34.5 55.0 22.3 

Westminster  56.1 13.9 22.8 10.6 

Central London Total 437.9 94.3 158.2 67.4 

Source: URS Corporation calculations and HUDU 

Transport 

Our analysis shows that committed schemes in central London, and on rail routes into the 
centre, should at least hold conditions on the rail network stable and, at the same time, 
providing much needed modernisation. The funding of this programme is subject to several 
factors, including central Government grants, private sector contributions and primary 
legislation on supplementary business rates, and its delivery is contingent upon target levels 
of funding being achieved. Furthermore, several threats remain and the ability of 
underground, rail and road systems to handle passenger increases facilitated by line 
upgrades will depend upon matching increases in capacity and congestion improvement 
schemes.  

                                                 
17 It should be noted that the growth trajectories are currently being further developed by the individual 
planning authorities as part of their LDF process. As such figures presented in this and the following 
tables are subject to change. 
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7. INFRASTRUCTURE PRIORITIES18 

Due to the lack of detailed data available, the comments on infrastructure priorities made here 
constitute general principles rather than a quantitative analysis. Nonetheless some key 
conclusions can be drawn relating to the magnitude of demand, the scale of investment 
required and the implications for the activities of Central London authorities and other 
agencies. 

Transport 

Transport is fundamental not only to the sustainable delivery of new homes and jobs in 
Central London, but to improve accessibility of residents to existing and emerging 
employment opportunities, including residents in deprived communities. The assessment 
highlighted that Central London has an infrastructure investment programme to 2018, 
including Thameslink, the East London Line Extension and Crossrail, which adds significant 
additional public transport capacity. However several residual problems remain and post-2018 
further capacity increases will be required and at present, no firm proposals exist to address 
these. Initiatives which encourage higher levels of walking and cycling in Central London, 
including public realm improvements, are cost effective and relatively simple measures which 
have the potential to divert pressure away from public transport while generating wider social 
benefits. 

Energy and Other Utilities 

There was a general lack of detailed information on utilities but the assessment identified 
potential future supply deficits relating to electricity and potable water. These infrastructures 
can perhaps more than any others be described as essential to developments and therefore 
to the delivery of growth in Central London, and their cost and scale can be substantial. 
Utilities companies largely operate in a reactive way when schemes come forward, and 
potential cost and efficiency benefits could be derived from a more strategic approach. This 
could include the approach to funding; at the moment developers negotiate directly with 
utilities providers and are generally expected to fund connection to the existing networks and 
potentially upgrades to the local network which may require substantial upfront costs19 . 
Movement towards CIL and the introduction of forward-funding mechanisms such as the 
Regional Infrastructure Funds being introduced by a number of Regional Development 
Agencies could play a role here.  

                                                 
18 These are the priorities as recommended by the consultant team; they do not necessarily reflect the 
assessment of CLF and the individual Central London authorities. 
19 Networks upgrades or expansions are generally funded by a mixture of developers’ and utilities 
monies. Developers’ contributions to any utility work would depend on both the scale of the proposed 
development, and the resulting additional load to the network, and the capacity situation of the local 
network. Utility companies like EDF however generally try to recover as much of the costs as possible. 

Taking the electricity network as an example, if the proposed development is expected to result in 
substantial additional demand, and the local network is working at full or near to full capacity, then EDF 
would negotiate with the developer to charge them some secondary network works. If more than one 
development would benefit from such works, then the costs would generally be apportioned. There are 
however limitations to the costs that developers would be charged;  for a large residential development 
the developer would never be charged for works to the network at above the 11 kV level (the lowest 
voltage network), whereas for commercial developments even with significant load the developer would 
not be required to fund any work to the primary network. 
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Sustainable Energy 

Particular opportunities exist for developing the sustainable energy agenda within the DPD 
Processes. The Mayor is committed to cutting carbon emissions in London by 60% by 2025 
and is delivering unprecedented levels of funding towards climate change programmes. This 
is a very ambitious target. Successful implementation of programmes such as the following 
will help achieve this ambition: 

·  Develop the electric vehicle market by delivering 25,000 charging points by 2015, and 
encouraging early adoption by GLA group and others 

·  Retrofit 60% of London’s homes to the required energy efficiency standards, which 
could save one million tonnes of CO2 per year by 2015, and the roll out of a similar 
programme for public buildings 

·  Deliver 25% of London’s energy requirements through decentralised energy 
production by 2025 

·  Turn waste into a resource through recycling or energy generation for London. 

A strategy for carbon reduction could benefit from more attention being given to the cost-
effectiveness of solutions, for example making use of the carbon abatement curve and costs 
per tonne of carbon saved. This approach involves ranking solutions based upon their cost 
effectiveness, together with other factors such as practicality/deliverability. 

These programmes are challenging but achievable provided certain conditions are fulfilled. An 
essential element to the delivery of the Mayor’s aspirations is the availability of sufficient 
levels of funding on the part of the Government and through PFIs and PPPs. A key 
requirement to ensure that the CHP programme is delivered is also the creation of statutory 
frameworks that incentivise the uptake and delivery of these programmes including resolving 
issues around competition and the role of OFGEM. Existing technical issues around 
connecting district heating systems to the grid will also need solutions. In the case of the 
implementation of decentralised energy schemes, energy demand forecasting for Central 
London should be undertaken to establish optimum phasing for areas identified for 
intensification or considered to be opportunity areas. Specific timeframes for delivery should 
be presented and adhered to. A monitoring role could be through the LDA’s Decentralised 
Energy Delivery (DED) Unit. 

Other Physical Infrastructure 

A short term requirement for upgrades to flood defences in three of the six Central London 
authorities was identified, as well investment in sewage treatment works and reduced sewer 
flooding. Other agencies are taking the longer term agenda for provision of adequate flood 
and drainage infrastructure forward; the scale and costs of these schemes is significant, 
reflecting the magnitude of potential impacts should adequate mitigation not take place.  

The requirements around waste management emphasise the need for a strategic approach to 
infrastructure provision. To a greater degree than some other infrastructures it is the Central 
London authorities who will directly experience the disbenefits of failing to devise and 
implement a successful forward strategy, due to increasing landfill charges.  

Social Infrastructure 

While in general the scale of required investment is smaller for strategic social infrastructure 
than other infrastructure items, a potential deficit was identified in relation to FE and adult 
learning. FE and skills training is an important mechanism to ensure local people benefit from 
planned growth and for this reason should be considered a high priority.  
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There was a lack of data relating to the social infrastructure areas. However it is clear that for 
a number of infrastructures, including primary healthcare, HE and police, there are 
considerable backlog costs associated with getting the existing estates and services up to a 
suitable standard; costs for expansion and improvement of services are further to these 
existing investment requirements.  

Table 5: Central London Authorities and Infrastruct ure Requirements  

Location Infrastructure priorities: proposed scheme s and recommended actions 

Central London Ensure delivery of Thames Tideway overflow scheme 

 Implementation of SUDS 

 Ensure delivery of sufficient alternative waste management arrangements to limit quantum of 
waste sent to landfill 

 New and refurnished sewerage treatment works including odour reduction 

 New and renovated sewers including investment required to reduce sewer flooding. 

 New and refurbished pumping stations 

 
Network rail train service upgrades, including: Thameslink 2000, CTRL Domestic Services, 
Integrated Kent Franchise, Brighton and Sussex, South West, West Anglia, Thameside, Great 
Eastern and East Coast Main Line 

 Major Station upgrade /redevelopments 

 

Transport for London service upgrades, including: Cross Rail, East London Line, road congestion 
schemes, LU stations congestion relief programme, increased capacity at LU lines, interchange 
improvements at several stations , public realm improvements at locations identified in Central 
London Pedestrian Study. 

 Monitor and where possible help facilitate water leakage reduction techniques including 
replacement of Victorian mains 

 Redevelopment/ reconfiguration/ renewal of estate/ Expansion of capacity at FE and AL facilities 

 Expansion of secondary healthcare capacity 

 Repair or replacement to provide additional primary healthcare capacity 

 Redevelopment / reconfiguration / renewal of fire and police estate 

City of 
Westminster 

Shoring up flood defences  

 Major station upgrade /redevelopments at Victoria Rail Station 

 Station Congestion Scheme at Victoria, Bond Street and Paddington 

 Opportunity to introduce CHP schemes at Paddington, Victoria, Tottenham Court Road, Queen’s 
Park, Marylebone, Soho and Imperial College (further analysis required) 

 City of Westminster College redevelopment, St Charles College FE College 

 University of Westminster Redevelopment / reconfiguration / renewal of estate 

City of London Station Congestion Scheme at Bank 

 Opportunity to introduce CHP scheme (further analysis in progress). 

 City University Expansion 

Camden Major Station upgrade /redevelopments at King’s Cross and Euston Rail Stations 

 Station Congestion Scheme at Tottenham Court Road, King’s Cross and Camden Town 

 Opportunity to introduce CHP schemes at Euston, Bloomsbury and Gower Street (further 
analysis required) 

 UCL Redevelopment / reconfiguration / renewal of estate and expansion of student 
accommodation capacity 
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Location Infrastructure priorities: proposed scheme s and recommended actions 

Islington Major Station upgrade /redevelopments at King’s Cross20 

 East London Line extension to Highbury and Islington 

Kensington and 
Chelsea 

Shoring up flood defences that are regarded by the Environment Agency to be ‘fair’ through the 
SFRA. 

Southwark Ensure delivery of new Mechanical Biological Treatment (MBT) to help deal with management of 
waste. 

 Major Station upgrade /redevelopment at Waterloo Rail Station21 

 Major Station upgrade /redevelopment at London Bridge Rail Station 

 New Thameslink station at Blackfriars22 

 Transport for London service upgrades, including the East London Line 

 Opportunity to introduce CHP schemes at Elephant and Castle (further analysis required) 

Source: URS 

 

8. NEXT STEPS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

Recommendations on Infrastructure Planning and Enga gement 

The findings of this study can be taken forward as part of the LDFs of the Central London 
authorities. In order to develop more detailed infrastructure strategies at a local authority level 
and potentially take these forward to help develop methodologies for the CIL, further work will 
be needed to bottom out the issues identified and quantify future requirements. This would 
include covering local infrastructures not included within the scope of this study. 

A key finding is that there is a lack of information and strategies in a format that readily lends 
itself to translation into strategic infrastructure studies. This presents a risk to the delivery of 
sustainable growth and makes the formulation of robust LDFs which reflect future 
infrastructure requirements challenging. Our understanding of the position taken by Central 
Government is that reasonable efforts should be made to collect and interpret information and 
then pragmatic decisions made based on what is available. Given the significant resources 
that have gone in to this study we suggest that reasonable effort has already been put in to 
the work. The issues this raises are worth exploring further and we recommend presenting 
this report to CLG (and potentially other sponsor departments) and holding discussions with 
these organisations in order to raise awareness of the issues and clarify acceptable 
approaches. 

We suggest it could be useful to carry out a separate study looking at setting up mechanisms 
to improve strategic infrastructure planning and assessment. Such mechanisms might include 
new national units to take on this task, or new requirements through the regulatory 
frameworks. The study would involve discussions with regulators, providers, CLG and other 
stakeholders so that the current planning processes and their complexities (relationship with 
competition rules, for examples) can be properly understood and addressed.  

Relevant providers should be lobbied to enter in to the strategic planning process and engage 
with the local authorities. This point is especially applicable to the utilities providers, as these 

                                                 
20 The station is in Camden but is included here for its proximity to Islington. 
21 The station is in Lambeth but is included here for its proximity to Southwark. 
22 As suggested by London Borough of Southwark, personal communication, 19/06/2009. 
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infrastructure items are of critical importance to the delivery of sustainable growth but their 
regulatory systems do not clear incentives to engagement and joined up planning.  

Recommendations on Regional and Sub-regional Fundin g and Investment Framework 

It may be helpful for the LDA to set up a Regional Infrastructure Fund (RIF) to help forward 
fund key strategic infrastructure. SWRDA is leading the way in this field with its £80 million 
RIF programme and other RDAs such as SEEDA. EEDA are also putting a programme in 
place.   

The RIF is an innovative method of removing barriers to development and to ensure the 
timely provision of the infrastructure needed to support growth.  It works by forward-funding 
developer contributions, using the planning obligations framework to recoup its investments. It 
improves the funding and delivery of strategic infrastructure by delivering regional growth 
aspirations, providing forward funding and coordinating funding streams to deliver regional 
priorities.  

The RIF is of interest to this study as the co-ordination of the strategic infrastructure 
considered is more often than not beyond the remit of individual local delivery vehicles or the 
capability of local authority joint working. The RIF provides co-ordination and/or interim 
funding for strategic infrastructure investment that can be recouped from developer 
contributions, user charges and appropriate public funding streams as they become available. 
While SWRDA’s RIF is focused on opening up new and brownfield development the 
framework is also relevant to the London context where RIF funding for example could be 
used to forward fund public transport improvements affecting a number of developments. 

A London RIF could compliment local authority wide S106 and CIL levies and help fund 
strategic infrastructure where a known future deficit is anticipated. This might include, for 
example, helping increase the capacity in the energy network in advance of new development 
taking place, and forward funding flood defence measures and sewer improvements. 

Another alternative funding mechanism currently receiving attention is Tax Incremental 
Financing (TIF). This is an approach in which bonds are issued to raise finance upfront 
against the guarantee of new local authority revenues associated with development. It is 
usually used in the United States and the implications for applying this is England are being 
reviewed23. 

                                                 
23 See ‘Tax Incremental Financing: A New Tool for Funding Renewal in the UK’, BPF, November 2008. 
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Table 6: Adequacy of Existing Strategic Planning fo r Infrastructure for LDF Purposes 

Infra-
structure 
Item 

Infrastructure 
Provider/ 
Responsible 
Agency 

Relevant Strategic Planning 
Process/Documents 
Timeframe 
Geographical Coverage 

Adequacy of Strategic 
Planning Process and Plans 

Electricity EDF ·  No strategic plan for electricity 
infrastructure is publicly 
available. 

·  No Central London specific 
plan exists or has been made 
publicly available. 

 

URS’ model of forecast demand 
represents most robust available 
Central London evidence base 
for future requirements. 

Gas National Grid ·  No strategic plan for gas 
infrastructure is publicly 
available. 

·  No Central London specific 
plan exists or has been made 
publicly available. 

 

Discussions with National Grid 
suggest that upgrading of the 
network will support the projected 
growth in Central London. 

Water Thames Water ·  ‘Draft Water Resources 
Management Plan, 2010-
2035’ (2008) 

Extends over 25 years. 

Covers the entire Thames 
Water region area. 

·  No Central London specific 
plan exists or has been made 
publicly available. 

The plan extends beyond the 
London Plan and LDF planning 
periods.  

However the plan does not 
provide detailed information on 
baseline or future demand or 
supply at the CLF level. 

The information available and the 
proposed schemes to increase 
water supply in the Thames 
Water reqion area suggests there 
will be sufficient capacity to 
support the projected growth in 
Central London. 

Sewerage Thames Water ·  ‘Five Year Plan from 2010 to 
2015’ (2008) 

Extends over 5 years. 

Covers the entire Thames 
Water region area. 

·  ‘Taking Care of Water: The 
next 25 Years, 2010/2035’ 
(2008) 

Extends over 25 years. 

Covers the entire Thames 
Water region area. 

·  No Central London specific 
plan exists or has been made 
publicly available. 

The plan extends beyond the 
London Plan or LDF planning 
periods.  

However the plan does not 
provide detailed information on 
baseline or future demand or 
supply at the CLF level. 

Therefore the document is not in 
a format that readily lends itself 
to translation into this study and 
the requirements of PPS12. 

The information available from 
the document suggests that 
detailed local authority level 
studies may be necessary to 
understand the specific 
requirements of each authority. 
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Infra-
structure 
Item 

Infrastructure 
Provider/ 
Responsible 
Agency 

Relevant Strategic Planning 
Process/Documents 
Timeframe 
Geographical Coverage 

Adequacy of Strategic 
Planning Process and Plans 

Flood risk Thames Water ·  Strategic Flood Risk 
Assessments for each of the 
Central London authorities 
where available  

They cover the local authority 
area, with the exception of the 
North London Strategic Flood 
Risk assessment, covering 
Camden, Hackney and 
Islington. 

·  ‘Five Year Plan from 2010 to 
2015’ (Thames Water, 2008) 

Extends over 5 years. 

Covers the entire Thames 
Water region area. 

·  ‘Taking Care of Water: The 
next 25 Years, 2010/2035’ 
(Thames Water, 2008) 

Extends over 25 years. 

Covers the entire Thames 
Water region area. 

Thames Water plans extend over 
five and 25 years respectively. 
The Environmental Agency (EA) 
is also preparing a tidal flood risk 
management plan for the 
Thames estuary though to the 
end of the century. 

Whilst the EA plan is still being 
finalised, neither of Thames 
Water plans provides detailed 
baseline or future sewer flooding 
issues at the Central London 
level. 

The available documents are 
only partially adequate to assess 
the implication of projected 
growth up to 2026 on Central 
London’s flood risk. 



 
Central London Infrastructure Study  

Summary Paper 

 

���������� ���

 

Infra-
structure 
Item 

Infrastructure 
Provider/ 
Responsible 
Agency 

Relevant Strategic Planning 
Process/Documents 
Timeframe 
Geographical Coverage 

Adequacy of Strategic 
Planning Process and Plans 

Waste 
management 

Waste Planning 
Authorities 

·  City of London Municipal 
Waste Strategy 2008-2020; 

·  Central London Forward, 
Infrastructure in Central 
London, Strategic Scoping 
Report: Capacity and Future 
Planning; 

·  Greater London Authority; 
Mayor’s Municipal Waste 
Management Strategy; 

·  London Borough of Southwark 
Waste Management Strategy 
2003-2021; 

·  City of Westminster Municipal 
Waste Management Strategy 
Implementation Programme 
2004-2016; 

·  Royal Borough of Kensington 
and Chelsea Municipal Waste 
Management Strategy and 
Action Plan 2004-2009; 

·  North London Waste Plan 
Issues and Options Technical 
Report, North London Joint 
Waste Development Plan 
Document; 

·  London Waste Apportionment 
Study – Update and further 
sensitivity testing PN21, dated 
April 2007, Jacobs UK 
Limited; 

·  ‘Westminster Municipal Waste 
Management Strategy 
Implementation Programme 
2004-2012’ (2004) 

The programmes and plans do 
not extend over the LDF 
timeframes. 

They do not provide detailed 
information on the basis for the 
estimated reduction in MSW 
generated in waste planning 
authority areas, nor on the 
potential capacity and allocated 
funding of planned new facilities. 

The documents are only partially 
adequate to assess the 
implication of projected growth 
up to 2026 in Central London. 
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Infra-
structure 
Item 

Infrastructure 
Provider/ 
Responsible 
Agency 

Relevant Strategic Planning 
Process/Documents 
Timeframe 
Geographical Coverage 

Adequacy of Strategic 
Planning Process and Plans 

Transport Transport for 
London (TfL) 

LPAs 

·  ‘TfL Business Plan 2009/10 – 
2017/18’ 

Extends over 10 years. 

Covers the Greater London 
area. 

·  ‘TfLTransport 2025: Transport 
Vision for a Growing World 
City’ (2006) 

Generally over 20 years. 

Covers the Greater London 
area. 

·   ‘WCC Local Implementation 
Plan’ 

Extends over four years. 

Covers the Greater London 
area. 

The suite of strategic documents 
prepared both at the Greater 
London level is generally 
adequate to assess the 
implication of additional demand 
for transport infrastructure arising 
from projected growth up to 
2026. 

Further 
Education 
and Adult 
Learning 

Learning and 
Skills Council 

·  ‘LSC London Strategic 
Analysis’ (2007) 

·  LSC Capital Applications 
Approved 2007-2009 (2008) 

Both documents extend over 
one year. 

Covers the Greater London 
area. 

·  The London ‘Government 
Investment Strategy 2009-
2010’  (2008) 

·  ‘LSC Statement of Priorities 
2009-2010’ 

Both documents extend over 
one year. 

Cover the entire England 
area. 

No detailed information is 
available at the individual central 
authorities level on current or 
planned demand and supply for 
FE and AL facilities.  

The available documents are not 
in a format that readily lends 
itself to translation into this study 
and the requirements of PPS12. 

URS’ model of forecast demand 
represents most robust available 
Central London evidence base 
for future requirements. 
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Infra-
structure 
Item 

Infrastructure 
Provider/ 
Responsible 
Agency 

Relevant Strategic Planning 
Process/Documents 
Timeframe 
Geographical Coverage 

Adequacy of Strategic 
Planning Process and Plans 

Higher 
Education 

Higher 
Education 
Funding Council 
for England 
(HEFCE) 

 

·  ‘Higher Education Policy 
Institute Demand for Higher 
Education to 2029’ (2008) 

Extends over twenty years. 

Covers the entire England 
area. 

·  ‘Higher Education Funding 
Council for England Strategic 
Plan 2006-2011’ (2008) 

Extends over five years. 

Covers the entire England 
area. 

No detailed information is 
available at the individual Central 
Authorities level on current or 
planned demand and supply for 
HE facilities. Also, the individual 
universities’ estates strategies do 
not adequately quantify the 
extent of future needs and the 
likely financial requirements. 

The available documents are not 
in a format that readily lends 
itself to translation into this study 
and the requirements of PPS12. 

URS’ model of forecast demand 
represents most robust available 
Central London evidence base 
for future requirements 

Primary 
healthcare  

PCTs ·  City and Hackney Teaching 
PCT Commissioning Strategy 
2005-2008 and Resource 
Strategy 2005-2008 (City and 
Hackney Teaching PCT, 
2005) 

·  Camden PCT Service and 
Estates Strategy (Camden 
PCT, 2007) 

·  Islington PCT Commissioning 
Strategy Plan 2007/08-
2011/12 (Islington PCT, 2007) 

·  Kensington & Chelsea PCT 
10 Year Primary Health Care 
Strategy 2008-2018 
(Kensington & Chelsea PCT, 
2007)  

·  Southwark Primary Care Trust 
Asset Management Strategy 
2005 (Southwark PCT, 2007) 

·  ‘Westminster PCT Strategic 
Service Development Plan 
2008-2013’ (2008) 

All documents extend over 
five years. 

All documents cover the 
specific local authority area. 

None of the plans go beyond 
2013. 

All plans are focused on strategy 
and issues in current provision 
rather than planning for needs 
arising from new growth. 

The available documents are not 
in a format that readily lends 
itself to translation into this study 
and the requirements of PPS12. 

URS’ model of forecast demand 
represents most robust available 
Central London evidence base 
for future requirements 
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Infra-
structure 
Item 

Infrastructure 
Provider/ 
Responsible 
Agency 

Relevant Strategic Planning 
Process/Documents 
Timeframe 
Geographical Coverage 

Adequacy of Strategic 
Planning Process and Plans 

Secondary 
healthcare 

London 
Strategic Health 
Authority 

PCTs 

·  ‘NHS London Strategic Plan’ 
(2008) 

Extends over five years. 

Covers the Greater London 
area. 

·  City and Hackney Teaching 
PCT Commissioning Strategy 
2005-2008 and Resource 
Strategy 2005-2008 (City and 
Hackney Teaching PCT, 
2005) 

·  Camden PCT Service and 
Estates Strategy (Camden 
PCT, 2007) 

·  Islington PCT Commissioning 
Strategy Plan 2007/08-
2011/12 (Islington PCT, 2007) 

·  Kensington & Chelsea PCT 
10 Year Primary Health Care 
Strategy 2008-2018 
(Kensington & Chelsea PCT, 
2007)  

·  Southwark Primary Care Trust 
Asset Management Strategy 
2005 (Southwark PCT, 2007) 

·  ‘Westminster PCT Strategic 
Service Development Plan 
2008-2013’ (2008) 

All documents extend over 
five years. 

All documents cover the 
specific local authority area. 

None of the plans go beyond 
2013. 

None of the plans provide 
detailed baseline of projected 
demand or supply information. 

None of the plans is focused on 
planning for needs arising from 
new growth. 

The available documents are not 
in a format that readily lends 
itself to translation into this study 
and the requirements of PPS12. 

URS’ model of forecast demand 
represents most robust available 
Central London evidence base 
for future requirements. 

Police Metropolitan 
Police 

Metropolitan 
Police Authority 

·  ‘Asset Management Plan’ for 
individual authorities (2007) 

All documents extend over 
three years. 

All documents cover the 
specific local authority area. 

·   ‘Policing London 2008-2011 
Business Plan’ (2008) 

Extends over three years 
(capital funding is estimated 
up to 2015). 

Covers the Greater London 
area. 

The Asset Management plans 
illustrate proposed works up to 
2010, whilst the Policing London 
business plan provides capital 
funding allocations up to 2012, 
and then up to 2015. 

The documents do not provide 
detailed baseline information on 
adequacy of supply, nor 
projections of future demand and 
associated infrastructure needs.  

The available documents are not 
in a format that readily lends 
itself to translation into this study 
and the requirements of PPS12. 
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Infra-
structure 
Item 

Infrastructure 
Provider/ 
Responsible 
Agency 

Relevant Strategic Planning 
Process/Documents 
Timeframe 
Geographical Coverage 

Adequacy of Strategic 
Planning Process and Plans 

Fire London Fire 
and Emergency 
Planning 
Authority 

·  ‘Borough Profile’ for individual 
authorities (2007) 

All documents extend over 
three years. 

All documents cover the 
specific local authority area. 

·  ‘London Fire Brigade Fire 
Safety Plan’ (2008) 

Extends over three years. 

Covers the Greater London 
area. 

·  ‘London Fire Brigade Draft 
Asset Management Property 
Plan’ (2008) 

Extends over 15 years 

Covers the Greater London 
area. 

The timeline for the documents is 
generally shorter than the LDF 
planning period. 

None of the available documents 
provides local authority specific 
detailed baseline information on 
adequacy of supply. Also the 
documents do not include 
projections of future demand and 
associated infrastructure needs 
at the local authority level.  

Therefore the available 
documents are not in a format 
that readily lends itself to 
translation into this study and the 
requirements of PPS12. 

Ambulance NHS London 
Ambulance 
Services 

·  ‘London Ambulance Service 
NHS Trust Strategic Plan’ 
(2007) 

Extends over five years. 

Covers the Greater London 
area. 

The plan only covers the period 
up to 2013. 

The plan does not provide local 
authority specific detailed 
baseline information on 
adequacy of supply. Also the 
document does not include 
projections of future demand and 
associated infrastructure needs 
at the Westminster level.  

Therefore the available 
document is not in a format that 
readily lends itself to translation 
into this study and the 
requirements of PPS12. 

 


