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ABSTRACT 
This paper will analyse the urban-territorial dimension of housing policies carried out in the 
Region of Madrid by different levels of government, with the purpose of showing their impact 
in the urban development of the metropolitan area of Madrilenian and its municipalities, in 
particular its impacts on territorial balance and social and functional integration. It implies a 
spatial analysis of social housing built in the municipalities of the Metropolitan Area of 
Madrid during the three last decades in terms of location, quantity and quality. It analyses the 
links between housing policies designed and implemented by national, regional and local 
governments, with urban planning decisions made at the local level by municipalities. It will 
explore the interactions between these two public policies, one of territorial nature, city 
planning, whose implementation is of municipal competence, and another of sectorial 
character, housing policy, defined at higher levels of government mainly on financial 
grounds.  
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INTRODUCTION 
 
This research study is about the urban-territorial dimension of the housing policies carried out 
in the Metropolitan Area  of Madrid during the past three decades, to demonstrate their impact 
on urban development in that region. It attempts to relate two public policies that function at 
different levels: the territorial character of urban planning, a municipal responsibility, and 
sectorial housing policies defined by the Central and Regional Administration. This study was 
done using spatial analysis of social housing in terms of location, quantity and quality. The 
elements involved in the “connections among housing, society, economic factors and 
environment may be evaluated despite their complexity in terms of location, quantity and 
quality”1. These are also the three main factors for determining how the population will live in 
the upcoming years. These are not isolated factors but function in close relationship that tend 
to be oriented to urban planning in order to answer to physical-spatial changes in the 
economic, social and political contexts.  

���������������������������������������� �������������������
1 CARMONA, M.; CARMONA, S.; GALLENT, N. (2003): Delivering new homes: processes, planners and 
providers, Routledge, Londres, p. 6 
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This focus leads to a first group of basic questions about the spaces seen in differing scales 
and their connectedness with the instruments of public interventions:  
1°. Where have the social housing been built? This question points us to the land itself and to 
the decisions made about location by public administrations; it leads us to investigate the 
commitments of urban planning to social housing and the process of occupation of residential 
land in each municipality. It is also of interest to study the locations of new social housing 
(vivienda protegida) in relation to freely built housing (vivienda libre).  
 
2°. How many houses have been built, and in what periods has this construction occurred? 
This brings us to issues of the need for housing, supply and demand as seen in the general 
urban city plans, on one hand, while on the other hand we see future housing planning. 
Therefore we want to show probable needed housing contrasted with housing already built 
and housing which has been financed. Use of residential land zones depends on variations of 
population and households (demographic dynamics) but it is also dependent on local and 
regional construction customs.  
 
3°. What are the models of developed residential areas and how are they connected to the 
existing natural and urban environments? This leads us to the study of related aspects such as, 
environmental quality, the mix of uses, urban structure (building types and shapes) 
inhabitability, density, housing sizes, and the infrastructures of transportation, parks and 
public facilities.  
 
The importance of this study is justified by a series of circumstances which, as said by Leal 
(2007)2 make the residential housing park “the clearest defining element of Madrid’s urban 
structure, its evolution during recent years marking the territorial development of the Region 
(…)”. In the national and even the European contexts, these circumstances refer to the period 
of strongest growth of the city3 which we have seen in recent years. In Spain this growth 
process has shown some singular characteristics directly connected to the housing sector. 
Between 1997 and 2007, our country has experienced a powerful cycle of housing expansion, 
during which housing built has reached higher levels than what was strictly necessary to 
satisfy the population’s primary needs for housing. The numbers of homes constructed have 
been comparable to the most intensive years of developmentalism (desarrollismo), but, 
paradoxically at a moment when population growth stagnated. Thus, J. M. Naredo stated: 
“…the Spanish residential park shows itself to be absolutely inefficient, in the sense that it is 
oversized in some ways (empty and/or second homes) while nevertheless it is incapable of 
adequately resolving real housing needs precisely for that part of the population which has 
fewer economic resources”4. 

���������������������������������������� �������������������
2 LEAL, J. (2007): “Madrid: La vivienda”, en Congreso Regiones Capitales, Dirección General de Urbanismo y 
Planificación Regional, CMAyOT-CAM, p. 433-451 
3 European Environmental Agency uses the term “uncontrolled urban growth” when the rate of change from 
rural to urban land use is higher than population growth in a given zone during a given time period. This is 
considered to be the main challenge facing present day urban Europe. See European Environment Agency 
(2006): Urban sprawl in Europe: the ignored challenge, Inform Nº 10/2006, Copenhagen  
(http://www.sostenibilidad-es.org/NR/rdonlyres/D50C7299-B721-48BA-B2FA-
40CF0DE41E9E/1897/00592006eea_briefing_4_2006ESCIUPROESCCPLACENPUB.pdf)  
4 Cited by DE SANTIAGO, E. (2006): Nuevas formas y procesos espaciales en la Región Urbana de Madrid: 
las lógicas del espacio en la construcción de la “ciudad única”, Doctoral Thesis,  Escuela Técnica Superior de 
Arquitectura de Madrid, UPM, Madrid, p. 553 
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HOUSES BUILT IN SPAIN (1970-2007) 
Source of data: Ministerio de Vivienda 
 
 
 

 
 
HOUSES BUILT IN THE AUTONOMOUS COMMUNITY OF MADRID (1970-2007) 
Source of data: Ministerio de Vivienda 
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Therefore, we have sought to study and analyze public actions related to land use for what has 
been called “weak usage”: social housing; to evaluate this under the criteria for social and 
functional integration as well as that of territorial balance. This article has two parts: in the 
first part we define the study objective and we describe the starting point of the Madrid 
Metropolitan Area at the beginning of the democratic period. Starting with problems found in 
housing and surrounding areas, and housing needs, a change in the style of conceiving 
planning itself became a manifest requirement, and certain commitments within the planning 
sector were determined. In the second part we provide spatial analysis of social housing built 
in three municipalities representing each of the nearby zones, to the north: Alcobendas, east: 
Rivas-Vaciamadrid and, to the south: Leganés. These are representative because they show 
clearly the tendencies shown in the residential landscapes and its evolution over the past three 
decades.   
 
 
THE URBAN-TERRITORIAL DIMENSION OF HOUSING POLICIES  IN 
METROPOLITAN AREA OF MADRID  
 
In studies of housing policies we note three main objectives5: social (to guarantee a dignified 
shelter), economic (to foment construction and generate employment) and urbanistic (to attain 
spatial equilibrium). Urbanization in terms of housing also has these three dimensions: social 
(to provide necessities), economic and physical-spatial, and these should be coordinated to the 
respective financing policies”6. However and despite the complexity of the urban housing 
phenomenon, in recent decades these dimensions have been practically reduced to the 
economic question, so that rather than aiming at a policy of integrated housing, a policy of 
housing financing has been the main option.  
 
Observing this panorama, some writers have denounced the way some housing plans are 
systematically not complied with in their social components”7 and have called attention to the 
importance of the territorial aspects, since the housing needs of the public have more than 
merely economic implications: “Territorial factors are very relevant to the interactions 
between demographics and housing. To ignore this and reduce the analyses exclusively to 
certain economic evaluations may be a grave conceptual and strategic mistake”8. In this 
sense, the urban-territorial dimension of housing policies becomes very important if we 
consider both the immediate consequences and future risks that the processes of land usage 
acquire when their dynamics intensify.9  
 

���������������������������������������� �������������������
5 LEAL, J. (coord.) (1991): Report:  Nueva Política de Vivienda, MOPT, Madrid (Cap. 1, pp. 16-23) 
6 SÁNCHEZ DE MADARIAGA, I. (1999): Introducción al Urbanismo. Conceptos y métodos de planificación 
urbana, Alianza Editorial, Madrid, p. 90  
7 PANIAGUA, J. L. (2003b): “El desvanecimiento de la Vivienda Social: La Vivienda y la Ciudad como un 
derecho”, in Madrid, Club de Debates Urbanos, Instituto Juan de Herrerra, Madrid, pp. 236-244 
8 VIÑUESA, Julio (2007): “La dinámica demográfica”, in MOYA, Luis (Ed.) (2007): Vivienda Reducida, 
Mairea Libros, Madrid, pp. 17-22 
9 Using data provided by the Project CORINE Land Cover (1987-2000 y 2000-2005), the risk of unsustainability 
in the process of “artifitialization of the land” came to notice, as having resulted from the “frenetic building 
rhythym” and “unbridled urbanistic development” hitting hardest in Madrid and on the Mediterranean coast. See  
http://reports.eea.europa.eu/COR0-landcover/en  
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Related to the above, it is convenient to point out that Spain introduced great changes in the 
organization of the nation at the beginning of the democratic period, initiating at that time the 
decentralization and regionalization process following the indications of the Constitution of 
1978. The institutional framework for urbanization and housing was affected by changes in 
administrative activities and functions, mainly by the transferring of functions from the 
Central Administration to the new regional entities that were created: the Autonomous 
Communities.10 The Constitution also gave autonomy to the towns for the urban planning of 
their areas, their order, management and disciplinary functions. When, in 1979, the new 
democratic municipal administrations were constituted, the topic of urbanization was present 
as one of the principal questions in local policies.  
 
Starting point: The Transition Period (1975-1979) 
The starting point coincided with the period of political change in the nation11 which took 
place in the context of a world economic crisis caused by the energy crisis, due to the high 
cost of petroleum. In the two previous decades the housing development model had generated 
rapid economic growth characterized by an uninterrupted number- total of houses built per 
year until 1976. That year the tendency changed and the housing construction industry entered 
into crisis. The cities and their respective metropolitan areas had the problems inherited from 
this developmental model as far as housing was concerned, municipal infrastructures were 
lacking, the urban quality had deteriorated and there were problems of inhabitability and 
disequilibrium in the territories.  
 
Conformation of the Metropolitan Area of Madrid resulted from leap-frog development, 
taking its form mainly from strategies of housing promotion that were supported by the 
existing transportation and sought cheap land in the outer towns, frequently in rural areas with 
one access road and minimal public services.  Also, with the “leap” to the outlying townships, 
what was looked for were more favorable planning conditions based on polygons owned by 
only a few proprietors, which thus avoided slow bureaucratic processes for housing projects 
that result when the land has many proprietors. Large extensions of land near Madrid were 
left empty while much housing was being promoted in nearby towns. A fragmented and 
disperse city-region was beginning to form12.   
 
The new housing market showed poor use of parkland in the residential areas due to a high 
percentage of empty houses, while the sizes of the families did not fit the sizes of the homes 
and the locations of houses were disproportionately distant from workplaces. There was 
marked uniformity in the supply of houses in the metropolitan towns: 80% of the houses built 
there and most of the rest of the houses had four bedrooms. The high prices brought about an 
ample number of potential but insolvent buyers who remained in subhuman housing, 

���������������������������������������� �������������������
10 The Autonomous Community of Madrid is conformed of 179 towns, among which Madrid, the capitol, stands 
out. In 1963, the Metropolitan Area of Madrid was constituted and a Commission for Planning and Coordination 
was created for its governance (COPLACO). At first this included the capitol and 22 surrounding towns and with 
time, other towns were annexed because they in fact function as part of the Metropolitan Area  
11 In the second half of the 70s, a series of transcendent political events changed the history of Spain. Franco’s 
death and the end of the dictatorship (1975), the proclamation of the monarchy and the referendum for political 
reform (December, 1976), began a period of transformation known as the “transition”. It was characterized by a 
great capacity for dialogue and cooperation among the different political tendencies with the goal of 
consolidating democracy and designing a new legal system. 
12 RUIZ, J. (2002): Complejidad urbana y determinación. Estructuras comunicativas y planeamiento urbano en 
el desarrollo del Área Metropolitana de Madrid Universidad Carlos III, Madrid 
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generating strong social segregation in spatial terms, relegating houses of poor quality to 
the poorer social strata, found on the peripheries with poor access and lower levels of public 
services. There was definite dissatisfaction with the city as a result of plans that had focused 
on processes of production and marketing mechanisms while forgetting the social and 
political problems of urban living.  In different Spanish cities there then appeared positions 
that would vindicate and correct the “inherited problems” and pay the “social debt”. During 
this period there arose a strong Neighborhood Movement which had pretensions of solving 
the grave problems in neighborhoods and in housing. 
  
Renewed political will for intervention 
 In June of 1977 general elections were held and the new Government had to adopt the 
reforms that were necessary to consolidate the democratic system and confront the nation’s 
economic crisis. Referring to Urbanization, Land, and Housing13, proposals clearly expressed 
a renewed political will of intervention based on three principles: a) public action should 
reflect the desire to occupy and use urban land; b) increased value of urban land belongs 
fundamentally to the community; c) the public sector should assume the principal role in what 
refers to guaranteeing the usage of urban land. At that time, the problem apropos housing was 
that of demand rather than that of supply. The supply side was well-developed. Therefore the 
Government sought to prefer financial aids for purchasers, selectively, according to their level 
of income, leaving behind the qualified financing of the promoters. “With this it was hoped 
that for the first time in Spain the State would provide financial and budgetary support to 
home buyers to make effectively possible demands without sufficient resources”14. A policy 
similar to that practiced in the rest of the European countries, where the results have been 
positive, was adopted.  
 
 
New concepts of urban planning: social and political dimensions 
In 1977, Area Metropolitan of Madrid planning began a new focus in the process of Revising 
the General Plan for the Metropolitan Area that had been in place since 1963. This was a 
moment of transition in the idea of planning between the stages of unitary metropolitan 
planning and municipal planning. The new democratic administrations “could not stop 
attending to the social demands had to take advantage of the flowing permitted for the 
expression of the will of the people”15. In this case, without giving up the classical focus 
“from the top to the bottom”   -but looking for a re-balancing and a solution to the structural 
problems of the Metropolitan Area- an innovative focus was incorporated “from bottom to 
top” through Immediate Action Programs (PAIs) 
  
The period of the “top to bottom” program, given that it was politically dependent for growth, 
ended for lack of continuity. Although this program was interrupted, its information was 
incorporated into the writings of the general municipal plans in the decade of the 80s by the 
newly democratic towns conformed in 1979.  In this way, a generation of general plans 
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13 TERRAGO, M. (1978): “El Pacto de la Moncloa; Urbanismo y Vivienda”, en CEUMT, N°1, Enero-Febrero, 
pp. 6-13 
14 VALLEJO ACEVEDO, A. (1983): “Antecedentes, concepto, evolución e interpretación histórica de las 
Viviendas de Protección Oficial”, in Course on Viviendas de Protección Oficial (Officially Protected Housing), 
Colegio Oficial de Arquitectos de Madrid COAM, Madrid, pp. 9-26 
15 TRAPERO, J. J. (1982): “La participación de los ciudadanos en el planeamiento, la construcción y la gestión 
de los asentamientos humanos”, in Ciudad y Territorio, N° 53, 1982, pp. 73-87.  
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emerged, known as “plans of the 80s”16. They are characterized by their connection to the 
vindications that were popular at the end of the 70s and by their recovery of the urban forms 
(morphological plans). Born in a period of economic crisis, their first steps were corrective 
and defensive (plans on the defensive). This period meant a turning around of the municipal 
plans and a distancing from any initiatives toward regional territorial arrangements.  
 
 
Commitments of urban planning to urbanization policies 
 
Considering that urbanization and housing policies needed to be integrated, public 
administration took a series of measures expressing the commitment of urban planning to 
social housing. These steps had been mentioned in the Pact of the Moncloa of 1977 and were 
adopted by some towns in the management process of their general plans in the 1980s; most 
of these measures were consolidated in the 90s and a few of them became norms attaining 
legal backing. Due to their effects and their impact on the Metropolitan Area of Madrid we 
highlight some of these measures, related among themselves:  the urban qualification for land 
for social housing (this technique is included in the Land Laws at both national and regional 
levels), land programs for social housing (regional) and the constitution of city land 
enterprises for managing township housing plans.    
 
Housing Linkage of land for built of social or protected housing is an urbanistic technique 
which consists of choosing certain appropriate land areas, a percentage of which shall be used 
for social housing (public or private promote). This is a measure to regulate the price of land 
(supply) and to avoid social segregation on that land. Madrid’s General Plan of 1985 used this 
technique, one of numerous innovations introduced in this plan. In this case, urbanistic 
qualification was seen as an “instrument for management”17, able to avoid displacement or 
expulsion of weaker economic purposes (such as social housing) consequent to spontaneous 
invasion of the land for stronger economic uses. It was disputed, particularly by landowners 
who took it to the Supreme Court, to the point where it was declared illegal, lacking the 
backing of urbanistic norms.  
 
Later, a succession of state and autonomic land laws established this technique legally. At 
first they were limited to recognition of specific use of land for protected housing, but this 
was later amplified to provide a percentage of either land or possible construction sites for 
these types of housing. At present, legislation of the autonomous region shows a large variety 
in its decisions about land reserves for social housing18. We find the highest percentage in the 
norms of the Basque Nation: 70% of developable land. In the Community of Madrid, Law 
9/1995 about Measures for Territorial, Land and Urban Policies established 50% and this 
same decision was included in Law 9/2001, dated July 17, as a structural determinant. 
 
���������������������������������������� �������������������
16 GIGOSO, P. y SARAVIA, M. (1993): “Relectura del planeamiento español de los años 80: Generación de 
planes, generación de urbanistas”, in Revista Ciudades 1, Instituto de Urbanística de la Universidad de 
Valladolid, pp. 37-52 
17 GAGO DÁVILA, J. (1989): “Diez años de nueva gestión urbanística: balance y perspectivas”, in MOPU 
(1989): Diez años de Planeamiento Urbanístico en España (1979-1989), pp. 163-172 
18 See expositions by general directors of the Autonomous Communities responsable for the housing policies 
under development in the first decade of the 21st century in  MORÓN BÉCQUER, P. (2005) (Ed.): La política 
de vivienda en los albores del siglo XXI. Experiencias y posibilidades, DM Librero Editor S.L., Collection of 
Libros de Formación Inmobiliaria, Universidad Autónoma de Madrid, pp. 295-367 



	�

�

As of 1987, the Regional Government of Madrid, with its social commitment to housing19, 
decided on a continuous policy for land promotion in which housing policies could 
successfully be carried out. In this way housing foreseen in the successive Four-Year Plans 
for Housing has been able to be built largely on land allotted by the land programs which had 
begun earlier. To manage and execute these lands, new organizational tendencies in the 
framework of public administration have been established, more oriented to cooperation and 
negotiation with the diverse social agencies. To this end Urbanistic Consortiums (Consorcios 
Urbanísticos)20, have been founded, conceived as “management formulas” and as “land 
manufacturers”, with one final objective: low cost social housing.  
 
The rising market during the “housing boom” (1986-1989) led to the practical disappearance 
of privately promoted officially protected housing. When we analyze the numbers of finished 
homes, we see that the percentage of constructed protected housing dropped in respect to the 
total number of homes constructed, from a median 10,000 homes per year in the 80s to 2000 
per year in 1990-1991. This was mainly due to lack of interest on the part of the private sector 
in social housing because the market demand for free housing was prospering at that time. 
Social housing was not economically attractive because of its pay rates and the repercussions 
on land values21.  
 
This situation led to the Regional Administration of Madrid’s supporting social housing in a 
somewhat new way: they carried out a program of public land for social housing. It had a 
double goal, firstly to acquire and urbanize land and place it, in sufficient quantities and in 
adequate locations, at the disposition of the program to build affordable housing, and 
secondly, to stimulate the cooperative sector as a complement to the private sector, which had 
abandoned construction of protected housing. Following the needs found in the Madrid region 
at the start of the 90s22, the amount of land for the years 1991-1994 needed to be sufficient for 
building 26.000 houses yearly, and of those at least 16.000 should be for officially protected 
houses (this number could rise to 20.000) in the first four-year period. This meant that social 
housing represented 60% of all new housing.  
 
The Program had a number of formulas for land acquisition that it could then commit to 
social housing within this regional policy: public land patrimonies and urban transfers on one 
hand and on the other “expropriation-sanction” of developable land which had not complied 
with programming within the general plans. At the same time, they could acquire land 
developed by public initiative in areas of developable land not included in programs but 
which fit into the policies. However, to cover the need for social housing it was considered 
essential to proceed with classification as new developable land in order to develop it for the 
public sector.  

���������������������������������������� �������������������
19 CONSEJERÍA DE POLÍTICA TERRITORIAL (1992): Alojarse en Madrid. Propuesta de Plan de Vivienda 
de la Comunidad de Madrid para 1992-1995, Comunidad de Madrid (unpublished document), pp. 46-47 
20 CONSEJERÍA DE POLÍTICA TERRITORIAL (1995): Los Consorcios Urbanísticos en la Comunidad 
Autónoma de Madrid. Una fórmula de gestión de suelo para los años noventa, CAM, Madrid 
21 The rise in housing costs is automatically transmitted to land values. These immediately absorb the 
conjunction of added value or the expectations of added value. See Medidas sobre política de suelo (1989), by 
Consejería de Política Territorial, CM. 
22 The estimate of housing requirements followed four basic components: population growth and the rules of 
community living, deficits retained need fully, replacement of park areas now containing housing, changes in the 
use of constructions. See the study by Consejería de Política Territorial, February, 1991, for the Programa de 
Vivienda Social 1991-1994: Adscripción de Suelo Público (unpublished document), pp. 12-17. 
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Territorial distribution23 sought to correct the spontaneous tendency toward social segregation 
which dominated the housing market. The problem of social segregation originated during the 
period of the formation of the Metropolitan area and was seen in two ways24: one being the 
phenomenon of social compartmentalization of the area, affecting the entire regional confines.  
Popular residential areas were located in the southern and eastern peripheries while the middle 
and upper class residences were located in the northern and western parts of the city, which 
had better environmental quality and better public services. The second way this was manifest 
was in a centrifugal movement.  The poorer section of the inhabitants, with fewer economic 
resources, lived in the older neighborhood in the center of the capital were forced outwards 
toward the peripheries and in general were expelled out to the towns around the capital.   
 
To avoid in particular the expulsion of the poorer social classes from Madrid, it was 
considered that at least 50% of social housing at the start of the first four-year period should 
be located within the municipality of Madrid. For land selection the best locations were 
defined from the viewpoint of the transportation infrastructure and of public services (existing 
or planned) and the most convenient management of distances in reference to the workplace 
and public services.  In this way the double goals territorial balance and urban economics 
could be reached. The new neighborhoods were located in accessible places having public 
services, situated around  existing urban nuclei and in the case of Madrid (the town), closet to 
the M-40. 
 
Commitments of local administrations at the municipal level were strengthened in terms of 
social housing, in most cases by connecting regional and municipal policies and by creating 
municipal housing and land enterprises to facilitate management processes. The first of 
these was the Empresa Municipal de Vivienda de Madrid, in 1981, followed by the Instituto 
Municipal de Suelo de Móstoles (IMSM, 1989) and the Empresa Municipal de Suelo de 
Leganés (EMSULE, 1992). In the past two decades such enterprises have been constituted in 
almost every Metropolitan Area municipalities in order to take over the management of the 
public residential land owned by the local administrations (public land patrimonies)   and land 
proceeding from suspensions of utilization. Interest has also been shown in intervening in 
already consolidated urban land with new social housing or by stimulating rehabilitation of 
used housing for rental purposes. 
 
 
SPATIAL CHARACTERISTICS OF SOCIAL HOUSING BUILT 
 
For this spatial analysis of social housing built during the past three decades a series of prior 
studies have been carried out among the cities of the Metropolitan Area understood as a 
functional unit as concerns the residential dynamics in the Madrid region. Including Madrid 
there are 28 municipalities, representing 87% of the Community and almost 85% of total 
family residences (principal and non-principal) in that region according data from the 2001 
census. In reference to the surface area, these 28 cities make up 23.8% of the region’s 
territory. See the graph and table below for basic numbers in terms of land surface, population 

���������������������������������������� �������������������
23 CONSEJERÍA DE POLÍTICA TERRRITORIAL (1991): Madrid Región Metropolitana. Compendio de 
Actuaciones Estructurantes: Actividad Económica, Vivienda, Transporte y Medio ambiente. Comunidad de 
Madrid (by Oficina de Planeamiento Territorial, unpublished document), pp. 20-25.  
24 CONSEJERÍA DE POLÍTICA TERRRITORIAL (1991): Ibíd. p. 46 
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and main housing units in the geographical zones that were studied, as well as the percentage 
values for the Madrid Community. 

 
 
NORTH: Alcobendas, Colmenar Viejo, San Sebastián de los Reyes y Tres Cantos 
EAST: Alcalá de Henares, Coslada, Mejorada del Campo, Paracuellos del Jarama, Rivas- Vaciamadrid, San 
Fernando de Henares, Torrejón de Ardoz, Velilla de San Antonio 
SOUTH: Alcorcón, Fuenlabrada, Getafe, Leganés, Móstoles, Parla, Pinto 
WEST: Boadilla del Monte, Brunete, Majadahonda, Pozuelo de Alarcón, Rozas de Madrid (Las), Villanueva de 
la Cañada, Villanueva del Pardillo, Villaviciosa de Odón 
 
GENERAL DATA FOR THE MADRID METROPOLITAN AREA - MMA 

          
  SURFACE  POPOPULATION  FAMILY HOMES 

  Hectares %  Nº  inhabitants %  Nº housing units % 

NORTH  30.064 3,7  255.969 4,2  86.263 3,5 

EAST  31.393 3,9  538.447 8,9  172.099 6,9 

SOUTH  32.620 4,1  1.046.465 17,2  359.159 14,5 

WEST  36.433 4,5  326.581 5,4  106.526 4,3 
 MMA  
(excluding Madrid)   130.510  16,3  2.167.462 35,6  724.047 29,2 

Madrid (CITY)  60.580 7,5  3.132.463 51,5  1.378.931 55,6 
TOTAL MMA (28 
CIITES)  191.090 23,8  5.299.925 87,1  2.102.978 84,9 

OTHER CITIES - CM  611.920 76,2  781.764 12,9  375.167 15,1 

TOTAL CM  803.010 100,0  6.081.689 100,0  2.478.145 100 
 
SOURCE OF DATA.: Instituto de Estadística, CM 2007 y Censos 
INE de Población y Vivienda 2001.                
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In the first part of this study, we analyzed housing policies in the national and regional limits 
to investigate possible physical-spatial determinations and their incidence in housing designs. 
Decisions referring to the maximum size are those that appear most frequently in housing 
plans. This is an indicator of the houses themselves and assumes also a self-selection of social 
groups and the size of the family which will have access to this housing. In the period studied, 
size has moved between 36-96 m2 (result of family composition according to the 1976 Social 
Housing Plan; 90 m2 (VPO: Officially Protected Housing since 1978), and up to 150 m2 (VPP: 
Housing with Public Protection of the Housing Plans of the Madrid Community since 1997). 
Likewise we reviewed urban policies and regional and municipal planning to study the 
evolution of the proposed residential models and their relation to socio-economic 
circumstances and the contemporaneous policies. 
  
Using detailed information from the Partial and General Plans we created our own map which 
reflects the localization of “residential land” , differentiating it from “non-residential land” 
in the classification of urban land (in red) and potentially urban land (orange). For the 
purposes of this study we excluded Madrid (city), because it has different characteristics in 
housing functions in respect to other municipalities, insofar as concerns land and housing 
values as well as the socio-economic structure of its urban space25. In any case, the influence 
of the capitol on the evolution of the towns of the first and second circles around Madrid is 
evident in the period studied, which led us to keep Madrid very much in mind as we 
interpreted and evaluated public policies. 
 
Residential land in each city is shown twice so that its evolution may be observed. The first 
time shows the starting point  when the democratic period began, and the second reflects the 
present situation of residential land according to general planning and also the degree of 
approval and the execution of developmental plans until July of 2007. Following the studies 
of the towns we found it necessary to make other maps showing each of the zones and the 
grouping around metropolitan Madrid. On the territorial scale this image allows us to observe 
how the urban residential color occupies a large part of the land in many metropolitan area 
cities. It also clearly shows the phenomenon in which there is so much continuity in these 
residential areas that go beyond their municipal limits that they touch. 
 
By relating residential land usage to the locations of already built social housing, we are able 
to see the cities which are representative of each geographical zone in the Metropolitan Area. 
The towns selected belong to the first   metropolitan circle around Madrid, Alcobendas to the 
north, Rivas-Vaciamadrid to the east and Leganés to the south, which are representative in 
terms of a greater number of social housing constructed, a greater variety in the criteria for 
localization of this housing according to the developmental stages that were analyzed, and for 
the ongoing municipal management for housing policies. The western zone has not been 
analyzed in this aspect because in earlier phases of this work we saw that development of 
protected housing has been quite insignificant there in spite of its being the zone with the 
largest amount of land in residential use. 
 

���������������������������������������� �������������������
25 See ROCH, F. (2000): “Algunas notas sobre el funcionamiento del mercado de la vivienda”, in Vivienda y 
Familia, Fundación Argentaria, Madrid, pp. 417-442 
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METROPOLITAN AREA OF MADRID 
        Starting point: Urban Planning 1978-1980 
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        METROPOLITAN AREA OF MADRID 
              Urban Planning 2007 (Source: General Plans) 
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By cross-referencing the stages of planning with the dates when terminated social housing 
was qualified, we have been able to see three distinct periods: 1979-1989, 1990-1996, and 
1997-2007. Although these are approximations, in the plans the differences can be easily seen 
between locations, morphology-typology and the connections with existing urban structure. 
These plans have also provided new elements for analysis for detailed study of the 
constructed developments and their near surroundings: drawings and connecting roads, park 
areas, or empty spaces, services available, groups of certain types, etc. Below is the study of 
Rivas-VaciaMadrid because it is the regional town which has had the greatest internal 
changes and growth, becoming in a short time no longer a fading rural nucleus but one of 
Madrid’s “bedroom towns”, and more recently, a city in its own right. 
 
 
Rivas-Vaciamadrid: Toward integration of the residential layouts and typological 
variations  
In the study of social housing built in Rivas-Vaciamadrid, we see three periods showing 
differing characteristics within the analytical parameters under study in terms of locations, 
numbers, and quality. Using the available information we have prepared a “blueprint” 
showing the location for social housing, in which we show clearly the differences between the 
first developments of the town in the north and near Madrid, and the most recent 
developments which seek to join this nucleus of urbanizations with the historical part of the 
city.  
In the first period (80s),  Rivas-Vaciamadrid came into the housing market for Madrid with 
quick growth of residential areas and particularly with the supply of social housing (multi-
family type in Pablo Iglesias and Covibar, single family units in La Partija, Santa Marta, 
Santa Monica and the Ensanche). Paradoxically this growth coincided with the economic 
crisis, with negative repercussions for the regional construction sector and which caused a 
momentary recession for the majority of the towns in the metropolitan area. 
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The second period takes place in the decade of the 90s and is characterized by a change in the 
type of housing from social housing (protected) to free housing. The only housing 
developments that were built had already been legally committed, those being the final phases 
of Covibar in Valdelazaro’s partial plan and another promoted by the Municipal government 
in Olivar de la Partija. Both of these consisted of multi-family housing and they contrast with 
the free promotion of single family housing that was built in those years in other residential 
confines to respond to the strong demand. 
During the third period, two large projects were carried out by consortiums, Las Canteras and 
Camino Bajo. They consisted of two residential areas on developable land that had not been 
programmed in the General Plan of 1993, and until 1998 and 1999 their development plans 
and the partial plans, respectively, had not been given approval. The totality of these 
constructions is protected and includes collective housing as well as single family housing. 
The diversity of building types in these more recent constructions is giving Rivas greater 
variety in its residential landscape. 
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CONCLUSIONS 
 
By relating the two situations under discussion, we can note that both have been called strong 
“economic crises” with serious consequences for the housing sector and despite different 
political and socio-economic contexts (and for diverse reasons) we can detect certain common 
elements. We point out, for example, two references to Spanish urban legislation that coincide 
with the dates shown earlier: Land Law of May 2, 1975 (before the democratic period began) 
and Law 8/2007 of May 28, about Land. (BOE number 128).  
 
Some of the physical-spatial results of public policies are similar as well, although some have 
a greater impact and for this reason are more serious in the present moment, lacking territorial 
balance and having incompatibilities, problems of social segregation in the cities, high 
numbers of empty or abandoned houses in spite of the need for housing of a large part of the 
population, loss of urban quality and vitality in the new residential housing developments and 
deterioration of the historic and traditional neighborhoods. 
 
Looking at housing policies as the result of financial, fiscal and land policies, we see that in 
Spain financial and fiscal policies are more than 70% of the budgetary intervention in 
housing. This study has focused particularly on land usage policies because of their direct 
connection with urban planning, although we have looked at the financial and fiscal aspects of 
this as well, because these two have had so great an effect on the conformation of the city as 
planning itself has had.  
 
Concerning the resulting urban residential picture, recent development has generally meant 
large extensions of the city, without intentions of forming autonomous areas but which seek 
to become part of the existing city. These insertions in the municipal urban structure are 
taking place but keeping certain recurring elements in mind such as axes and important 
roadways (great avenues treated often as boulevards) and points of attraction such as plazas, 
public areas and transportation terminals. In the organization of the interior of the city we can 
observe a certain hierarchy of roadways differentiating traffic roads with access roads to 
housing developments from pedestrian areas.  
 
The relationship city block-piece of land-edifice has varied until it has reached the point 
where the size of the land coincides with the size of the development. The land used 
frequently consists of one to one and a half hectares and may coincide with a city block or be 
grouped separately. In the past decade this possibility has been seen more frequently even to 
the point of combining, in the same block-sized land, land for single family units with land 
intended for collective units. Often the boundaries of the land do not coincide with what is 
constructed because the buildings go back 3 to 5 meters in order to provide privacy to the 
lower floors. These boundaries or property lines are marked by fences, barriers, or hedges 
which separate the collectively owned green areas from the street. For this reason, these 
newer developments are less densely occupied and have less urban vitality. As we evaluate 
the physical aspects herein we have had to go into the socio-cultural dimensions of this 
housing because these dimensions reflect lifestyles and city models proposed by and oriented 
to public policies. 
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