
 

 
 

 

Appendix 1 
 

Planning Committee – 29 June 2016 
Transcript of Item 8 – Strategic Planning and Infrastructure Issues for London 

 

 

Tony Devenish AM (Chairman):  To begin the session John [Lett] is going to give a short overview on the 

new London Plan. 

 

John Lett (Strategic Planning Manager, London Plan Team, GLA ):  Thank you.  The idea is just to give 

you some of what officers think are the headline parameters of the growth and some of the options for 

accommodating it.  It is very much an officer point of view. 

 

Just to run through very quickly, relative to the Further Alterations to the 2015 London Plan, the population 

increase we think will be more or less the same.  Around about 75,000 a year, but there is the Brexit issue.  

Officers will not be able to advise you with any confidence as to what the implications of that will be until we 

actually have some evidence.  We can do scenarios, and we are doing that, but we do not have anything at the 

moment.  Therefore, from an officer point of view, I just need to leave that on the table. 

 

On households, there was considerable uncertainty when the Further Alterations were done as to whether the 

number of households in London would go up or down.  Households historically have been tending to get 

smaller, which tends to increase the number.  Then during the recession they got larger, so you have fewer of 

them.  It looks as though we are getting more of them again and there will be some increase from the 40,000 

per year, which is in the Further Alterations, up to about the mid-40s on the long-term trend to 2001.  That 

has a significant impact on housing need.  There are various methodologies for assessing housing need.  

Historically we have used a very transparent one.  We have tried things in the past which were more 

sophisticated and we were accused of a black box approach to assessing need, therefore, up until now we have 

been using our own in-house approach.  That is essentially, that you take household growth, you add on the 

backlog of need, which historically has been about 10,000 if you want to meet need over 20 years, and then 

make a further allowance for the small things like second homes. 

 

Currently, we think that that will give us 49,000 a year; 50,000 is the figure that is commonly used.  It will be 

probably in the mid-50s, if you use that methodology.  However, there is pressure from some of the groups 

that are advising the Government to use a national standard.  If we have to do that, and we have to use the 

Government's own demographic figures we could be in the order of 70,000 or 80,000, which is a very, very 

different ballpark to where we have been before.  Bearing in mind that on the housing supply side we 

traditionally identified capacity of 42,000 and then we recognised that more was likely to come through so we 

did scenario testing and then looked at what had actually been delivered and the supply side figure is around 

about 50,000.  We are actually approving a lot more than that.  Last year we did about 77,000 and we have a 

pipeline of 260,000, i.e. there has been an increase in overall capacity.  The problem has not been increasing 

capacity through the planning system, it has been translating that capacity into completions and our 

completions have only been half the rate of approvals.  Around about 25.  It is going up a little bit now but we 

have had higher starts that we usually have for quite some time and those still have not come through.  

Perhaps Mr [Tony] Pidgley [CBE, Chairman of the Berkeley Group plc] could enlighten us on that later. 

 

The final set of growth figures, and probably the most dramatic, are on employment.  You will be aware that 

London had what can only be described as a spectacular recovery from the economic recession, we put on 
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about 700,000 jobs.  As officers we do not think that is going to be sustained in the future, but it will be at a 

higher level.  Rather than increasing in the low 30s, as we have in the Further Alterations, we think it could be 

in the mid-40s, and that is relatively prudent.  There are some independent forecasters and I think three of 

them are saying 50,000 or 60,000 and there is one who has gone as far as 80,000. 

 

Because we are doing this for a long-term plan, a 20-25 year plan, we use a very long time series and that 

tends to bring the numbers down.  We think our projection is robust for the purposes it is designed for, but 

you will get different numbers if you are using them for different purposes.  I could just very quickly flick 

through them now.  That is the basic numbers, you can see on the right-hand side of the graph the population 

going down.  That is because conventional projections do tend to regress back to the long-term trend.  At the 

moment London is increasing by almost 120,000 a year.  We think that will drop back over the long term, to 

give us an average of around about 75,000 a year, but that is still half as much again as we were having in the 

2000s. 

 

The underlying dynamics of that you can see on the coloured graph on the left-hand side, the importance of 

natural change - in particular, the excess of births over deaths and then the net effect of migration.  Then I 

have split out the internal domestic migration against the international migration, just to give you a relative 

feel on that.  What is very important for the long term is the constant ebb and flow across London's 

boundaries.  While London has historically sought to consume its own smoke in terms of population growth, 

and indeed in an awful lot of its other policies like waste, there is nevertheless a backwards and forwards 

movement.  On migration, as opposed to commuting, that gives you probably about an average of 70,000 a 

year, but it has gone up.  At the peak of the last cycle we were running at just over 100,000 net, but during 

the recession we dropped right back to 30,000.  It is picking up again, we are just beyond 70,000. Age - 

important point – there is a lot of young migrants.  Looking to the future, three points on that.  We still have 

an issue with increasing children, we've got the labour market, that big fat tummy in the middle, young labour 

market and increasingly a very older population.  Distribution - that is not adjusted for the new housing 

capacity, it will be different.  That shows the relative increase in employment, what is driving it.  The blue used 

to be called the business services, which is particularly dominated now by technology and media.  Then some 

of the scenarios we have been looking at, the town centre intensification and suburban intensification are ones 

that you may be particularly interested in.  Should we have a different approach to industry, bearing in mind 

we only have 7,000 hectares left?  We should be losing more than about 40 hectares per year.  We have been 

losing almost three times that amount.  Opportunity Areas - our conventional approach to accommodating 

growth, can we extend that model by extending Intensification Areas?  On the bottom left-hand side, can we 

make more use of existing capacity?  Then the existing stock, nearly 750,000 homes, houses mainly, under 

occupied with two or more bedrooms under occupied. 

 

Coming now through to that, the relations with the wider south east, we have in place some relatively flexible 

ones compared to what has happened in the past.  If the Mayor [Sadiq Khan, Mayor of London] wanted to 

build on those how could he do it?  Finally, how could we pull that together in the London Plan to give these 

relations with the wide south east greater material weight in a planning sense? 

 

Tony Devenish AM (Chairman):  Thank you very much. 

 

John Lett (Strategic Planning Manager, London Plan Team, GLA):  The final slide.  These are just a 

couple of examples, a couple of scenarios and the timetable, if you wish it. 
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Tony Devenish AM (Chairman):  I am keen on the timetable, in terms I hope the Mayoral team will be 

prepared to ensure we do get our meetings phased correctly in terms of that we can actually scrutinise and be 

involved in the process. 

 

I will now move on to the first of the four questions.  I know this is a very difficult one for the Deputy Mayor 

[James Murray, Deputy Mayor for Housing] and all of us at this stage.  Can we have some early indications 

please of the direction of travel of the Mayor and his team in the revision of the London Plan?  As we have 

discussed before, signpost any of the particular changes on the road please. 

 

James Murray (Deputy Mayor for Housing):  If you will permit me, Chairman, to just very briefly say 

something about Brexit, given it is on the top of our agenda.  I will be brief, because I appreciate there is lots 

else to get through.  It goes without saying that last week's vote was not the outcome that we wanted and we 

have already seen the fallout having an impact in terms of greater uncertainty in the housing market, which will 

make it harder to fix the housing crisis.  Our message today is that that fallout underscores the vital importance 

of us stimulating and supporting the home building industry in London.  Our message to developers, local 

authorities and housing associations is that we will do all we can to support and give you certainty to get 

through the difficult times ahead.  I just wanted to set that out because I think it is important in the context of 

Brexit and working out the long-term implications of it, that we make sure that City Hall is doing all it can now 

to give certainty and support to the market in terms of meeting with key industry leaders, housing associations, 

developers and so on, in terms of making sure we have a decent funding settlement to support financially 

developments coming forward and giving planning certainty so that we can keep the output coming through 

and making sure that supply does not tail off.  I am sure Tony [Pidgley CBE] will have something to say on 

that. 

 

Tony Devenish AM (Chairman):  Can I just say I hope you are going to be more positive going forward, 

because although clearly there were challenges, I am a great believer this is an amazing city and I am sure we 

will all pull together and move forward for the best for Londoners and the country. 

 

James Murray (Deputy Mayor for Housing):  Absolutely.  What we are seeing even now in the fallout from 

the vote last week, we are already pulling together.  The Mayor and I and others in his team spent time 

straightaway talking to key partners in the development industry and housing associations really emphasising 

that the tone that we set over the last few weeks of working together to tackle the housing crises, is now more 

important than ever in the London context that we pull together and focus on all that which we have in 

common to meet the housing crisis.  I very much agree with you insofar as we started off working together 

after the election and fallout from the referendum emphasises how important that is that in London we 

continue to work together to meet the housing crises. 

 

In terms of the direction of the London Plan, as you say it is very early days and I suspect a lot of the answers I 

am going to give today are going to be more general in terms of what direction we might go in, rather than 

giving you definite answers now, you can appreciate that from where we are within the cycle.  What I can say, 

particularly in terms of housing, is that we are keen to get some Supplementary Planning Guidance out sooner 

than the longer timescale which is associated with a full London Plan review, in order to give certainty to the 

development industry about requirements and processes around affordable housing delivery.  I have spoken at 

committees here and in many other forums already about the concern that people have over the confusion that 

arises from viability assessments within the planning process at the moment.  What we are very keen to do is to 

set out a clear and certain approach to assessing affordable housing contributions from new developments that 

we can clearly set out, and also clearly set out a very practical and flexible approach to bringing that in, so that 

we ensure that whilst giving greater certainty we also understand that we need to support all developments 
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which are already in the pipeline to come through.  It is getting that balance right and it is a real common 

theme that has come back from councils and developers and housing associations that greater certainty and 

clarity around affordable housing contributions, along with a practical approach to implementing a new set of 

guidelines seems to be a way forward that is very broadly supported. 

 

There are a few other things as well which are important that we focus on in terms of the new guidance 

around, for instance, Build to Rent.  Build to Rent is where institutional investors put money into building new 

homes which are longer-term more secure than private rented accommodation.  That is an interesting and 

exciting possibility for a new model of delivery that will give genuinely additional capacity.  The Build to Rent 

sector does not suffer from some of the same issues which we may touch on today about absorption, so when 

conventional home builders are bringing forward homes there is obviously a rate of build out which is related 

to absorption into the market.  If it's a Build to Rent development the economics are slightly different and so it 

may form a genuinely additional source of supply, which particularly at the moment, even more so after the 

vote and so on, is very important for us to support.  Part of what we would like to do with the Supplementary 

[Planning] Guidance is to support the Build to Rent sector and set out framework to support them and to give 

them a message that City Hall, and London more widely, is keen to support them building new homes. 

 

That is some of the stuff which we are going to be talking about in terms of housing.  As I say, a lot of the 

bigger principles in terms of housing will take the full iteration of the London Plan to be implemented, but we 

do not want to hang around for that, which is why the Supplementary [Planning] Guidance that we want to 

crack on with now is essential.  As I say, not to labour the point, but the real sense of consensus that I have 

had from people over the last few weeks is even more important now in the context of greater uncertainty that 

we focus around a real alliance, the real consensus that we have built in London, between developers, housing 

associations, local authorities and City Hall to move that forward as quickly as we can. 

 

Andrew Boff AM:  What is the current thinking about the scale of London's housing need and what the likely 

level of any new targets might be and the kind of change that is going to be required into meeting those?  We 

have had it outlined for us by John Lett about the need for housing.  What do we need to do to meet that 

challenge? 

 

James Murray (Deputy Mayor for Housing):  There is a missing role for planning to play in that process.  I 

would not want to say though that all of the burden falls on planning.  There is clearly an absolutely vital piece 

of work to be done in terms of reviewing the London Plan, in terms of making sure, for instance, that we have 

real conversations about density and about appropriate typologies for different sorts of well-designed, high-

quality density in different urban or suburban settings.  There is a lot in terms of the London Plan that is 

essential for that.  There is also a lot in terms of the actual planning application or development control process 

to make sure that planning applications can be given consent, where appropriate, and are well resourced in 

terms of local authorities being able to process them.  I would not want to suggest though that planning is 

entirely the issue here, because I think it is one part of bringing forward development, insofar as we all know 

that there are many planning permissions which are existing but not being brought forward.  Actually, one of 

the focuses we want to have at City Hall, is when you have identified areas for new housing, where you need 

co-ordination between different land owners and different players in the situation that we in City Hall can 

provide that capacity to help bring forward developments, which I think is not just about planning.  As I say, it 

is about land assembly, it is about capacity, it is about intelligent use of public funding and so on.  Planning is 

an essential part but making sure we actually bring forward homes is a bigger ask. 

 

Andrew Boff AM:  Do you anticipate there being numbers within the London Plan? 
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James Murray (Deputy Mayor for Housing):  The London Plan, as exists, currently has numbers and clearly 

the review of the London Plan will look at those numbers. 

 

Andrew Boff AM:  The previous Mayor was committed to numbers.  This Mayor has avoided committing 

himself to numbers.  Can we be assured that there will continue to be numerical targets within the London 

Plan? 

 

James Murray (Deputy Mayor for Housing):  Without repeating what I set out at the last time you and I 

were in this room together speaking about this issue [Housing Committee, 7 June 2016], the targets in terms 

of the new London Plan will be developed as part of the London Plan review process. 

 

Andrew Boff AM:  I understand they are being developed.  I am not committing you to what those numbers 

will be at the moment, but will there be numbers, will there be targets within the London Plan? 

 

James Murray (Deputy Mayor for Housing):  Any review of the London Plan will look at what the need is 

and will work out the target.  There will be numerical targets for -- 

 

Andrew Boff AM:  There will be numerical targets in there? 

 

James Murray (Deputy Mayor for Housing):  The current targets will be reviewed and new targets will be 

arrived at.  The point possibly that you are driving at is to do with the affordable housing target? 

 

Andrew Boff AM:  No.  Any number at all, it has been quite difficult to pin down the current Mayor to any 

particular target.  It is very difficult to judge whether or not you are succeeding if you do not know the 

direction of travel.  What I am trying to establish is whether or not the administration will be committed to 

coming up with targets and whether or not those will be published within the London Plan. 

 

James Murray (Deputy Mayor for Housing):  What I have made quite clear in many different contexts is 

that we have a long-term strategic target of 50% affordable housing, which will obviously have a bearing on 

how we formulate the London Plan, and it will also be set out in terms of the Supplementary Planning 

Guidance that we were just speaking about.  In terms of the broader housing targets, they will be reviewed as 

part of the London Plan process. 

 

Andrew Boff AM:  That is a proportional target, that says your long-term aim is that 50% of the number 

should be affordable.  Are you going to publish the number?  Are you going to say how many homes the 

London Plan seeks to see built in London? 

 

James Murray (Deputy Mayor for Housing):  That will be part of the London Plan review process, so yes. 

 

Andrew Boff AM:  Therefore, the numbers will be in the London Plan? 

 

Tony Devenish AM (Chairman):  I think you have a yes. 

 

Andrew Boff AM:  I do not know if I have a yes, because a yes would be helpful.  Okay, let us say we have a 

yes. 
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On the long-term affordable aim, it is difficult knowing what 'long-term' is.  I do not know whether or not you 

will tell us how long long-term is, in terms of your long-term aim.  What does 'long-term' mean in terms of 

your long-term strategic target to deliver 50% affordable? 

 

James Murray (Deputy Mayor for Housing):  I think what we have been very clear about is that is where 

we want to move toward, and we realise it is going to be a combination of planning, in terms of providing 

affordable housing through the planning system, along with other contributions to affordable housing coming 

from investment, public land and so on, so it is not a simple matter of just flicking a switch in terms of planning 

and getting to a long-term strategic target.  We are starting from a position of 13% of planning permissions 

last year being for affordable housing, so there is clearly a long way to go in terms of going from that very low 

baseline. 

 

As well we have to obviously take into consideration what the effects of the vote last week are going to be and 

wider turbulences in the housing market.  We also have to consider the implications of exactly how certain 

other planning policies around housing more generally will play out.  That will be reviewed as part of the 

London Plan, but in the meanwhile we will use Supplementary Planning Guidance to set out our direction of 

travel sooner.  You will see that soon.  I do not have that to give you today, the Supplementary Planning 

Guidance, but I would suggest when that is published in the coming months that will start to give you some of 

the answers, some of the certainty that I think you are looking for. 

 

Andrew Boff AM:  The 50% long-term strategic target will be published in the London Plan?  I am right in 

that, yes? 

 

James Murray (Deputy Mayor for Housing):  When we are reviewing the London Plan we need to work 

out how to move towards our long-term strategic target of 50%. 

 

Andrew Boff AM:  Was that yes? 

 

Nicky Gavron AM (Deputy Chair):  Yes, it is going to be in and yes it will show how he is going to get there. 

 

Tony Devenish AM (Chairman):  We have a yes. 

 

Andrew Boff AM:  I want some yeses.  I understand there will be a target, it will be in in the London Plan, the 

50% affordable target will be in the London Plan, not to the side of the London Plan as a statement by the 

Mayor, but actually be written in the London Plan? 

 

James Murray (Deputy Mayor for Housing):  As I say, getting towards the long-term strategic target of 

50% is a combination of planning, investment, public land and so on. 

 

Andrew Boff AM:  I am obviously asking the question in a very obtuse way and I apologise. 

 

On that 50% affordable housing target, perhaps I could ask Mr Pidgley about that target, and whether or not 

that presents any problems for developers in the future, if that is going to be the demand on every 

development? 

 

Tony Pidgley CBE (Chairman, Berkeley Group plc):  It is quite a simple answer, and forgive my simplicity 

to this answer.  I think that the public sector has to accept that this word 'best value' needs to be lost and we 

need to think about people's wellbeing.  We have a number of large regeneration sites that are open to public 
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scrutiny.  They are one under this Official Journal of the European Union (OJEU) process, and the figures are 

there for all to see.  At the end of the day those sites hold generally 30% up to 35% affordable.  I believe that 

works very well.  It is what you want to take about best value, but I think that if you want to dovetail 

communities in where communities thrive, and I was talking to Nicky [Gavron AM] this morning, I would invite 

the committee to come and look at something like Kidbrooke, where we did pick up people out of degradation, 

if that is the right expression, and put them into new homes.  You cannot tell the difference today whether it is 

a private unit or a social unit.   It is tenure blind and it is two communities working hand in glove.  We have to 

move to creating more communities.  I personally do not think land is the big challenge, I think house building 

has to become a force for good.  Andrew [Boff AM], you and I discussed this in other committees, so you have 

learnt perfectly well where I sit in it, and I think we have to get on with it and encourage; especially at these 

times we need more of that partnership and collaboration between the private and public sector and get the 

estates regenerated around London. 

 

Andrew Boff AM:  Bearing in mind, Mr Pidgley, that we have not built the number of units that we wanted 

to, to date, with a target of 30-35%, as you have said, is it going to be an obstacle to accelerating the number 

of builds and the interest in developing in London if the affordable housing target is 50%? 

 

Tony Pidgley CBE (Chairman, Berkeley Group plc):  I want to be upbeat about where we are today, for 

obvious reasons.  I think we all want to be upbeat.  I certainty want to be upbeat and I am always optimistic 

about life.  I do welcome the Mayor and the encouragement they are giving us, but there are challenges out 

there.  As much as I do not want to be downbeat, 60% of my labour today comes out of Europe and I do not 

know whether I am going to have that 60% labour.  The upbeat side of that is, and that is why I would like you 

to come Kidbrooke, we just spent the last five years developing a product, and this is where we may get the 

answer, this doubles the density, we have invited all the leaders of all the London boroughs to see this, and we 

have had a better reception for it than we had hoped to see.  It is cheaper than the local -- this house is in a 

three and four bedroom model, but what is encouraging is that when I was 20 years of age I could build a 

house under 20 weeks, I cannot build a house today under 40 weeks and that concerns me, because it goes 

right to my cost base, my prelims [preliminaries], and it goes right to where you have just taken me, it goes to 

delivery.  I can deliver this out of the factory and do it in ten weeks.  This sits today in Kidbrooke, and the 

Members should come and see it.  It is there on the ground, you can see it.  If we have got this right it will 

make a major change to the industry.  As we learn to manufacture it better it should then bring down the cost.  

Berkeley [Group plc] should, to answer your question, and I can only speak for Berkeley [Group plc], double up 

and treble up the production of this product.  We have to get more innovative.  We need more partnerships, 

we need to work together.  Yes, I still think we have a major challenge with the numbers you are trying to take 

me towards. 

 

Andrew Boff AM:  I welcome that and I think later we will be considering some work that will be done and we 

will probably be coming to with regard to modular housing and how there is a future for that in accelerating 

the number of homes that are being brought forward. 

 

I think we have a yes that we have the 50% -- We have a yes on the affordable housing front.  I think we have 

a yes on there will be some numerical targets within the London Plan.  I am just now wondering what is going 

to be your methodology for checking on how well you are doing.  How will you, yourself, the administration be 

reporting on how well you are achieving those targets within the London Plan? 

 

James Murray (Deputy Mayor for Housing):  Clearly, there is a monitoring report which is associated with 

the London Plan, which will be the formal way of monitoring its implementation.  Is that what you meant, in 

terms of the -- 
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Andrew Boff AM:  Yes, absolutely. 

 

James Murray (Deputy Mayor for Housing):  The annual monitoring report, as you know, is published 

every year in March, I think, and that is clearly a way to monitor progress against whatever targets you have 

set. 

 

Andrew Boff AM:  That monitoring board will have those targets.  Thank you very much. 

 

Tom Copley AM:   I have two questions for the Deputy Mayor [for Housing].  First of all, the previous Mayor 

abolished key worker targets in the London Plan.  Do you envisage them being brought back? 

 

James Murray (Deputy Mayor for Housing):  In terms of affordable housing for key workers?  

 

Tom Copley AM:  Yes, there was a separate category for key workers, which the first Mayor of London had, 

which was abolished by the previous Mayor. 

 

James Murray (Deputy Mayor for Housing):  The discussion about exactly what we included within the 

definition of affordable housing is something which we hope to set out in the Supplementary Planning 

Guidance, which we are working on at the moment, so that will give us more clarity about that.  There are 

clearly a range of different products we need within affordable housing, including rented products, home 

ownership products for first time buyers and so on, but we will set out some more detail on that in 

supplementary guidance. 

 

Tom Copley AM:  Do you have a timeframe, and idea of when the draft guidance might be being published? 

 

James Murray (Deputy Mayor for Housing):  We are clearly working on it right now and we are hoping in 

the next couple of months.  It interacts a bit with the broader picture of what is going on, so we want to pin it 

down as quickly as we can. 

 

Tom Copley AM:  It would be good to have a conversation as well perhaps about what constitutes a key 

worker, because this is something that has been set in stone for a while and perhaps we need to look at a more 

relevant description for London as it is today, so that might be something that needs to be thought about if 

you are thinking of bringing back specific targets for key workers. 

 

James Murray (Deputy Mayor for Housing):  Yes, we definitely should have that discussion.  There is a lot 

of discussions to be had, for instance about the income thresholds, about when you are working out the 

eligibility criteria for new affordable housing - first time buyer homes I mean by that.  Also looking at if there is 

a contribution that public land can make to affordable housing.  There are a lot of conversations to be had 

there and we should pick it up after this meeting. 

 

Tom Copley AM:  The second thing I wanted to ask was the majority of the Housing Committee on the 

previous Assembly wanted the Mayor to conduct another assessment of the housing needs of gypsies and 

travellers.  No assessment of that on a London-wide basis has been undertaken since 2008, I think I am right in 

saying.  Will you commit to undertaking this, or will you at least commit to looking at whether you will 

undertake this and having an assessment on a London-wide basis of the housing needs of gypsies and 

travellers? 
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James Murray (Deputy Mayor for Housing):  Yes, let me discuss it with colleagues and get back to you on 

that. 

 

Tom Copley AM:  OK, thank you.  

 

Nicky Gavron AM (Deputy Chair):  Yes, can I just go back to John Lett, and your presentation, John.  You 

must be doing work on the impact of Brexit on your forecasts in terms of population growth.  Can you just tell 

us a bit about how your thinking is going on that? 

 

John Lett (Strategic Planning Manager, London Plan Team, GLA ):  Chairman, the only information I 

have to hand at the moment is the information that was released on the day of the referendum.  We, as 

officers, are looking at scenarios.  I stress scenarios, these are not projections, of different 'what if' 

circumstances in the possible reductions of the European element of international in migration to London and 

then netting that of against all international migration.  Then, in turn, feeding that into the overall projected 

population, but we do not have the numbers yet. 

 

Alan Benson (Senior Manager-Strategy, GLA):  The last strategic housing market assessment published in 

2014, the 49,000 or 50,000 figure people quote, that is the mid-point figure.  There was a range, a higher and 

a lower range, depending on what happened to London's economy and the Brexit thing could be seen as 

actually driving us towards that lower range perhaps, which would be 43,000 rather than 50,000.  As 

John [Lett] was saying, if you take the Government's current advice on how we should review our housing 

needs, using that midpoint would push it up to what was the high point of the high, medium, low figures in the 

Strategic Housing Market Association Report (SHMAR), about 55,000, 56,000.  This work has been done but 

we are not in a position to know what the impact of Brexit is for some time yet.  The Government will produce 

some demographic figures in the summer of 2016 - that was planned anyway - and they will have to take 

account of this.  They will all sit there calmly and try to work out what it means to London. 

 

Nicky Gavron AM (Deputy Chair):  Just good to have that, to know that.  It is moving parts and a moving 

picture and we will know when at some point.  It will have to be done by the time you come out with the 

Towards a London Plan, or whatever it is going to be called, yes?  We will have those figures then, the range? 

 

Alan Benson (Senior Manager-Strategy, GLA):  The first document is likely just after the summer, we are 

thinking at the moment.  We are not likely to have the figures for some months yet, because we need to work 

through those figures, so they probably will not be available until we do the first formal draft of the London 

Plan. 

 

John Lett (Strategic Planning Manager, London Plan Team, GLA):  Chairman, can I just clarify that?  

The information that will come out of this scenario building will not be as reliable as our mainstream historic 

projections, which are based on history.  We are much more confident in those.  These will be 'what ifs'.  

Considerably less confidence can be ascribed to them. 

 

Nicky Gavron AM (Deputy Chair):  I agree with that.  I think it is a much better way of doing things.  You 

cannot always project the future from the past, I agree. 

 

John, there must be other areas that you want to signal policy changes, policy shifts that you would want to 

signal, or the Mayor would want to signal in the London Plan.  I just wondered if you might give us a bit of a 

flavour of those. 
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What are you anticipating?  Sorry, I was going to come to James, but I just thought we would focus on other 

policies.  I know everything is related to housing but there are lots of policies that are -- 

 

John Lett (Strategic Planning Manager, London Plan Team, Greater London Authority):  We have 

looked, (a) as I've said, at a series of growth projections and have come out with an officer best estimate.  We 

have looked at different geographical scenarios for accommodating these.  Some of them are tried and tested, 

the approach to Opportunity Areas has been in the London Plan all the way back to the days of the Greater 

London Council.  We are looking at how that can be refined, we are looking at ways of extending 

Intensification Areas because we have picked up on most of the big blocks of brownfield land, which are the 

Opportunity Areas.  At the moment we are probably looking in a more finger grained way than we have.  We 

are looking at extending the idea of intensification to areas where hitherto it has not been applied as widely.  

We are looking at town centre intensification.  The idea was introduced in the Further Alterations but we have 

not taken it forward very much.  We know there are issues around there but viability is a key consideration.  We 

are also looking at relations with the wider south east and flows backwards and forwards over the London 

border.  I skimmed through them when I was doing the slides. 

 

Nicky Gavron AM (Deputy Chair):  The inspector at the last [Public] Examination of the London Plan did 

flag up, did he not, that in having a full review of the London Plan we would absolutely have to look at our 

relationships with the wide south east. 

 

John Lett (Strategic Planning Manager, London Plan Team, GLA ):  He flagged up that we needed to 

look at our overall philosophy for the London Plan, which was essentially to consume London's own smoke 

within its boundaries without intruding on the Green Belt.  The Mayor has made very clear that he does not 

want us to go on the Green Belt, so as officers we are not looking at that as an option, but we are looking at all 

the other ones, including relations with the wider south east. 

 

Nicky Gavron AM (Deputy Chair):  Which he actually flagged up in words, did he not?  He did say that, 

"You are going to have to look at your relationship with the wider south east". 

 

John Lett (Strategic Planning Manager, London Plan Team, GLA):  Yes, his general point, which has 

been picked up in your briefing note, is essentially looking at the philosophy.  The inference is that we should 

think about the Green Belt and more widely about consuming our own smoke, which by direct inference is 

looking over the border. 

 

Andrew Boff AM:  Just on that Green Belt point, when you say 'think about the Green Belt', what was your 

reference there? 

 

James Murray (Deputy Mayor for Housing):  I think it is quite clear in terms of the commitment that the 

Mayor has made to protecting the Green Belt.  Clearly we need to go somewhere, therefore, we need to look at 

options of where homes can go, in terms of intensification, higher density, relationship with the wider south 

east and so on. 

 

Andrew Boff AM:  That is fine. When anybody says 'think about Green Belt', I wonder what they are thinking 

about. 

 

Nicky Gavron AM (Deputy Chair):  I do not remember him saying that but I do remember him saying that 

we had to be looking to having relationships with districts and counties in the wider south east, which is very 

much on the table in terms of London's growth.  I think it is important. 
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Can I just ask, James, whether you have anything to add to that in terms of other policy shifts that we might 

want to flag up in the forthcoming review of the London Plan? 

 

James Murray (Deputy Mayor for Housing):  A lot of the broader directions of travel will be set out in due 

course, about all of the other policy areas.  I am focusing very much on the housing-related aspects of 

planning, for obvious reasons.  There will be other aspects of the London Plan review which will be set out, as I 

say, in due course, relating to air quality and other important priorities for the Mayor.  In terms of the housing 

delivery and working out where the capacity for those homes are, it is a really important point about where do 

we actually find the capacity for those homes.  Some of the options that John set out, we are going to have to 

think about very carefully in terms of intensification, well-designed higher density housing and so on.  We are 

going to have to have a series of conversations, and public conversations, about what is a good way to grow 

the city, because we need more homes.  As I say, there is a very clear position on the Green Belt and, therefore, 

we have to think about how can we built the homes that we need. 

Tony Devenish AM (Chairman):  I would like to bring Liz [Peace] in if I could. Both your public and private 

sector experience, if you would like to either talk about any advice you may have in terms of how we can get 

the direction of travel moving, as the Mayor said, fast track or signpost the changes.  Then in terms of 

Andrew's question on housing targets. 

 

Liz Peace CBE (Adviser on Property, Politics and the Built Environment):  I have made a couple of 

observations on what has been said already.  I come at this from probably three angles, having spent 13 years 

representing the commercial property industry, having served for seven years on the Board of Peabody, and I 

am also now a Board member and have been there for two years with Redgrove Homes - I should rightly say, 

spanning a number of particular areas.  I just wanted to pick up on the 50% affordable housing target.  The 

whole issue of affordable housing targets has been something that the membership of the British Property 

Federation (BPF), indeed with Tony [Pidgley CBE] and some of his people as well.  It all depends what you 

paid for the land.  If you look at an investment appraisal, no housebuilder is going to happily go forward with 

something that means he makes a loss against a figure that he paid for the land.  Therefore, if you want to 

start imposing new affordable housing targets of 50% it will impact severely on those people who have paid 

what they have paid for a site.  Going forward, it will be taken account of in the whole land purchase cycle, so 

you would cause significant difficulty for those who already have land in their hands and you could take 

account of it as you move forward subsequently.  That is fairly straightforward.  You would actually be asking 

large chunks of the private sector to take a bath on some of the sites that they have already built.  I am not 

saying you should not have an affordable housing target, you just need to understand the impact of that.  That 

was my first point. 

 

My second point in terms of the numbers, you actually have to split down the demand.  It is all very well 

talking about this 50,000 or 77,000 or whatever it actually is, but there is a substantial variation between 

demand and need in terms of people who can actually afford to pay the sort of prices that are now coming out 

of the commercial housebuilding industry.  The answer is a large part of the need cannot actually afford to pay 

that.  Therefore, I think you have to be looking at new models of housing delivery.  James mentioned the issue 

of absorption.  Housebuilders will build at a rate at which homes can be absorbed.  Again, that is common 

sense in terms of their cash flow and everything else.  The way you can do it faster is if you are actually looking 

at the Build to Rent point, which James mentioned.  Focusing on ways of improving opportunities for those 

who will do Build to Rent would be a very productive way of actually trying to increase the numbers of homes 

for those who cannot actually afford the sale values that are being asked in some of the larger developments.  I 

can expand on this whole business of Build to Rent and what we think would actually make it a more attractive 

option, but you might want to come to that later. 
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You were asking me about numbers generally.  I spent a very intriguing two or three months sitting on the 

Local Plans Expert Group, where we actually looked at ways in which we could speed up the plan-making 

process.  I would note that changing the London Plan is not the fastest process in the world.  One of the key 

issues was how you determine the housing need numbers and commenting on the industry that has built up 

around the whole SHMAR, Strategic Housing Land Availability Assets (SHLAA), and all the other sets of 

acronyms that you can actually think of.  We as a Group felt, to some extent, this is all a bit of a red herring.  

You can actually work out some numbers fairly quickly and simply and save a lot of time.  They might not be 

perfect.  We actually came up with a very, very extreme centrally imposed methodology, which we stepped 

back from in the end, because some members of the Group were perhaps not quite as brave as other members 

of the Group.  You simply pick the demand, I think it is the demand numbers, that [Department of] 

Communities and Local Government produce and you add 10% and actually you are as close as to what you 

get for six months' worth of arguing over a SHLAA.  I think numbers are a bit of a distraction.  Pick a number 

and actually go for it. 

 

The second point we came up with in the Local Plans Expert Group was the effectiveness or not of the duty to 

co-operate, as specified for in the National Planning Policy Framework.  This is particularly relevant for London 

in reaching out to the areas beyond the London boroughs.  Again, there was a more radical group of us on the 

Local Plans Expert Group who got a bit, "No, no, you can't go that radical", but actually you have to make this 

duty to cooperate work, if you are actually going to solve the problem of need in places where you simply 

cannot satisfy the need.  The issue around London and the massive sensitivity over the Green Belt actually 

stands in the way of a sensible debate around how to implement the duty to cooperate beyond the Greater 

London Authority (GLA) boundary. 

 

James Murray (Deputy Mayor for Housing):  One point I just wanted to very much agree with Liz on is 

about the Build to Rent sector and the opportunities that can provide in terms of genuinely additional supply.  

Also we are probably talking, on the same point, about how to implement a new approach or requirement to 

affordable housing, in terms of setting out the direction of travel, where you are going, as being very practical 

and giving some certainty about how you make any transition.  Because what we have set out really clearly is 

we want to make sure that any changes to the system, or any requirements that we set out more clearly, are 

done in a way that that does not undermine development coming forward that is already in the pipeline at the 

moment.  It is clearly moving in a direction but doing it in a way that is working with the industry and doing it 

in a practical and clearly signposted manner, which is basically what are agreeing on.  

 

Liz Peace CBE (Adviser on Property, Politics and the Built Environment):  Yes.  Just picking up on the 

Build to Rent point, certainly from the BFP perspective, and they would still say the same thing, I think there 

are things that you could do to make Build to Rent a lot more universal.  Build to Rent, institutional investment 

in the private rented sector, however you want to describe it, it has been on the verge of taking off for about 

the last seven years, and I keep asking people, "Is it really taking off?  Are we really seeing that step change in 

numbers?"  Frankly, the answer is still slightly ambivalent.  I still think it needs more above policy push.  If you 

were to accept that this is the way of meeting huge chunk of that need in London, which you can't necessarily 

meet through the tradition of build to sell, for lots of reasons, and lots to do with the financing of the 

housebuilding industry, who buys the properties, that sort of thing.  Build to Rent could be given some 

seriously useful incentives around planning, to actually push down the price of the land for Build to Rent, then 

you could actually see a step change and an increase in that.  If you want an increase in numbers for people 

who cannot afford to buy a £500,000-£600,000 one-bedroom flat in Nine Elms, that is what you need. 
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Nicky Gavron AM (Deputy Chair):  What might those incentives be?  I do agree with you about Build to 

Rent as being one of the ways -- 

 

Liz Peace CBE (Adviser on Property, Politics and the Built Environment):  The great advantage now of 

having retired from the BPF is I can express my opinions without it necessarily being a BPF view.  I always felt 

that we were wrong, our membership was split, or the investment community is split pretty much 50/50, on 

whether it would be helpful to have rental use class.  There are plenty of people, and I could point you to 

them, and you might want to actually talk to them, who would say you won't get the Build to Rent sector 

take-off unless you have a use class for rental, because that actually then changes the whole way in which you 

calculate the price of the land.  That, certainly in the opinion of 50% of the investment community, and I am 

with them, would actually make a difference, because that would then actually change the yield that you get 

and that would make it far more attractive to the institutional investors. 

 

Nicky Gavron AM (Deputy Chair):  That is interesting.  We should take that back to the Housing 

Committee.  Tony, earlier you were mentioning off-site modular fast build, which I am personally going to do a 

rapporteurship on behalf of the Committee, hopefully they will sanction that, on this subject, because I think it 

is so important in terms of accelerating supply.  It is particularly suitable, is it not, for market rent, because you 

want to get your income in fast? 

 

Tony Pidgley CBE (Chairman, Berkeley Group plc):  Yes, I think so.  I would agree with Liz.  It is very 

simple.  We just won in an OJEU press with the GLA something called Stevenson Street, a third of the product 

is market rental.  We have been working in partnership with GLA looking at the product.  This is always a 

dangerous area for a developer to go, but with some tweaks to design, we can take a block without changing 

the bulk and massing, and we are talking about affordability now, from 200 to 300 units.  If we then add the 

speed of the modular system to it then we have a product that we can bring into the marketplace that ordinary 

people can afford to rent and you give them another choice.  You have to keep it balanced in the regeneration.  

That was an initiative that came out of the GLA, they put it out as a tender, and Berkeley has not choice, 30% 

of that product has to go to the rental sector and stay there in perpetuity.   

 

Nicky Gavron AM (Deputy Chair):  I just want to say market rent works quite well too in infill sites, small 

sites.  Enfield is doing a mixture using its own land.  It is mixed rent tenure, so it is market rent and social rent, 

on a whole range of small sites. 

 

Tony Pidgley CBE (Chairman, Berkeley Group plc):  The problem with this country though, and we have 

to recognise it, and we are in the industry, we have talked about modular construction for most of my working 

life.  Most of what we are pulling down today, if you go back to Kidbrooke, or the Ferrier Estate, that is 30 

years old.  It won every GLA award there was at time, for good architecture, good modern methods of 

construction and 30 years later we are pulling it down, so it failed.  I have not seen a system, and that is why 

we have been so long with this system.  We have had this under tests for years.  We have been longer than five 

years developing it and we have tested it now and we have built it on three sites and the public are testing it, 

and I think we are very close to being happy for this to go.  This will change this industry because then we can 

get to modular construction, it is not a word I like, we will have to find a new name for it because it frightens 

people still in this country, then we will be able to push the densities.  Again, when you look at densities, 

something we have not touched on today is extra care.  I sit on a committee with Lord Best OBE DL and that 

has had a remarkable effect on our regeneration.  You need to see it, because we have grown up in this 

country that we believe that senior citizens want to stay in the home where they brought up their family and 

their children.  Dear old ladies do not wish to stay and they do not want to clean the windows, they do not 

want to cut the gardens.  We fought with Ealing Borough Council over this and eventually we put 80 units 
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there and they queued to go there.  What they actually want is a life, they want to go out and have a cup of 

coffee.  They do not want the responsibilities.  That frees up again something that I suggest we should look at, 

it frees up those three and four-bedroom houses that we so desperately need for those families.  Extra care for 

senior people in this country needs also, if I may be as bold, to go up the agenda quite fast. 

 

Tom Copley AM:  Yes,  if you remember, Tony, I came down to Kidbrooke, probably three or four years ago 

now, I have seen the care place and we did a piece of work on this in the Housing Committee looking at that.  

Again, I suppose it is another thing to ask James [Murray, Deputy Mayor for Housing] about in terms of the 

London Plan process.  Is it benchmarks on the plan at the moment or are they actual targets for older people's 

housing? 

 

James Murray (Deputy Mayor for Housing):  There are benchmarks, yes. 

 

Tom Copley AM:  There are benchmarks.  I am not quite clear on what the difference between a benchmark 

and target is.  Is it something you are planning to continue with? 

 

James Murray (Deputy Mayor for Housing):  Housing for older people is an essential part of the mix and 

when we are reviewing the London Plan it has to have a key place in the housing mix that we want to promote.  

There is a question about having different sorts of older people's housing as well, so I think extra care, 

supported housing, has a role.  There is also housing for active older people in inner city areas which might 

open up a little bit - it may be slightly separate.  Having a range of options for older people is quite important, 

rather just a single one, given that people's need are very different. 

 

Tom Copley AM:  One of the key issues has been the issue of Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL) because of 

course they tend to have communal areas and then issues around CIL charges.  I do not know what powers 

there are or what influence you can have over how boroughs set their CIL policies in order to incentivise the 

provision of older people's housing. 

 

James Murray (Deputy Mayor for Housing):  Boroughs at the moment set their own CIL rates for different 

sorts of uses, so that is obviously a conversation we can have with them. 

 

Tom Copley AM:  You can have a conversation, yes.  Thank you. 

 

Andrew Boff AM:  I absolutely get that addressing under occupation is going to be able to deal, to a degree, 

to the problems of overcrowding in London, but we still have well over 300,000 young people being brought 

up in overcrowded conditions.  What will be in the London Plan to provide incentives for family-sized 

properties that we absolutely desperately need in London? 

 

James Murray (Deputy Mayor for Housing):  It is essential that we have a range of homes within the 

London Plan and that we make sure that we have those of different sizes, so that families are catered for as 

well as the Build to Rent community, which is probably more likely to be, at least initially, one and two-bed 

flats, maybe two-beds with a shared communal area.  That might be appropriate for certain people at a certain 

stage in their life, but we need to make sure there is family accommodation there as well, so we will make sure 

that family-sized units are a key part of the housing mix in the London Plan. 

 

Just to reference something from my previous job, it was interesting seeing that actually pressure, for instance, 

in social housing, certainly when I was in my former job in the last couple of years was very much for two-bed 

flats, because that was where the real pressure point was, because you have people overcrowding in ones, 
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wanting to upsize, and then people in three and fours wanting to downsize.  In that context having the two-

beds freed up the ones and the threes and fours.  It is worth having a real careful consideration about that and 

making sure that we have more family accommodation of the right design and in the right places.  It is clearly 

critical. 

 

Andrew Boff AM:  Yes.  It sounds like the reply that I got from the previous administration, which I was also 

not satisfied with, because there is an unmet demand, more in family housing; it is more critical and we need to 

redress the historical underperformance.  Do you not accept that there are these people who are families who 

are under pressure, that the educational outcomes of young people in overcrowded conditions and the health 

outcomes and employment outcomes for people in overcrowded [accommodation] are so much worse than the 

singletons who might want the one and two-bedroom flats? 

 

James Murray (Deputy Mayor for Housing):  Very briefly just to say that, particularly in my former role, I 

met families every day who were in overcrowded [accommodation] and it was one of the things that drove me 

personally to do something about the housing situation in London, along with all the other questions that 

everyone is facing, the overcrowding being faced by young children and seeing their life chances being 

affected by that is something which we have an absolute obligation to do something about.  That means 

building more housing and affordable housing and making sure we have the right sort of housing including 

family housing. 

 

Andrew Boff AM:  More than the demand that is just on a waiting list.  This is what I am trying to get to, is 

that those families who already have housing are probably not featured in a statistic on a waiting list if they are 

overcrowded, because they already have a home and, therefore, this is perhaps something we will raise in 

writing-- 

 

James Murray (Deputy Mayor for Housing):  I was not just talking about the waiting list. 

 

Andrew Boff AM: One thing I would like a commitment from you on, is you will address the statistical, or the 

numerical, problems in the SHMAR.  A family house is defined as above four bedrooms and yet in the previous 

Mayor's aims for a family size it reckons that family size is three bedrooms and above. 

 

James Murray (Deputy Mayor for Housing):  OK, I will take that point on board. 

 

Andrew Boff AM:  Thank you, and I would really appreciate you writing to me and saying if you are not going 

to change it why you are not going to change it, because we took this up with the previous Mayor, he did not 

change it.  I am hoping this Mayor might. 

 

Nicky Gavron AM (Deputy Chair):  We do need targets for four-bed and for five-bed, not for three-bed. 

 

Andrew Boff AM:  Under the SHMAR it says a family sized property is four bedrooms and above.  They used 

that as the evidence for informing that they had met a political target of three bedrooms and above and it just 

does not match up.   

 

Navin Shah AM:  I would like to move discussion on to the topic of relaxation of permitted development (PD) 

rights on the conversion of offices to residential.  If I can put the broad question first to James, what can be 

done to the London Plan to mitigate the loss of employment floor space from this relaxation of PD rights?  I 

know that earlier this month the Mayor announced a set of measures to help small businesses and so on.  
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Would you just like to go through that first and then how you would take on board this crisis situation in the 

London Plan itself? 

 

James Murray (Deputy Mayor for Housing):  Clearly, supporting the strategic growth of employment 

space is going to be a key part of the London Plan as well.  There is a tension there with the office to 

residential permitted development rights versus protecting employment space, particularly in the areas that 

have been identified, not just in the central part of the capital but also in suburban town centres, where a lot 

of the growth in jobs may well come from.   

 

At the moment, as you know, boroughs can apply for Article 4 Directions to remove the permitted 

development rights.  Some of them have been approved, some of them have not been, and one clear thing we 

can do through the London Plan review is to establish which areas are important to protect in terms of 

employment and establish a strategic framework to work within that system the Government has set out in 

terms of protecting employment space in the right places.  There is also an opportunity within the London Plan 

to deliver new spaces for small businesses, the creative industries and so on, and make sure that is linked to 

affordable housing where appropriate in mixed-use developments.   

 

In terms of what we can do within the London Plan, it has to be seen within the context of the office to 

residential permitted development right.  We can obviously in due course have conversations with Government 

about how that operates in practice in London.  What is important at the moment is that boroughs have until 

May 2019 to get into place new Article 4 Directions to continue the protection for office space within areas 

where they currently have an Article 4 Direction in place, before the right is extended.  We need to make sure 

we are supporting boroughs to bring in appropriate Article 4 Directions to continue that protection and try to 

use the London Plan as a strategic framework for where Article 4 is best applied, acknowledging that the 

Government’s goal in this is to encourage office to residential conversion through permitted development.  We 

should obviously be using the London Plan to set out where, strategically, in terms of London, it is really 

important that we protect office space. 

 

Navin Shah AM:  Strategically, particularly I want to touch upon outer London areas that have been quite 

devastated.  When you look at the figures, Brent has lost 65% of its office stock, Sutton 53% and Harrow 40%.  

Talking about Harrow, for example, of that 40% of office stock that it has lost, 61% is in Opportunity Areas.  

There is a twofold question here.  How can the Mayor’s Office help London boroughs - outer London 

boroughs in particular, let us say - to get around this big problem?   

 

Secondly, strategically, it is not only in the Opportunity Areas we are losing, very quickly, large chunks of 

economic growth areas and offices.  This also needs to be extended to Intensification Areas.  Is this something 

where, very rapidly, you as Deputy Mayor can lead the way to help boroughs to get the necessary measures, 

whether it is Article 4 or some form of waiver?  I have noticed the list of measures included in your earlier 

announcement includes working with Government on changes to PD rights.  Can you comment on that? 

 

James Murray (Deputy Mayor for Housing):  Absolutely.  As I say, the broader Government context is in 

terms of supporting office to residential conversion so we need to work out exactly the role that the Mayor’s 

Office can play.  The Mayor has been clear that there has been a big loss of office space in London, which is a 

concern in terms of jobs.  In terms of the currently exempted areas, the areas that already have exemption, the 

Central Activities Zone and so on, the Mayor would support a coordinated approach to introducing further 

Article 4 Directions for protecting employment space there.   
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The really important point you are making, though, is about the loss of office space in outer London boroughs 

and town centres in those areas.  That is where the Mayor can also play a role, though the London Plan review, 

in developing a strategic approach to where Article 4 Directions can be well-targeted, well-evidenced and so 

on, where the Government, who ultimately sign them off, see a good case for protecting employment space in 

those areas.  That is a role that the Mayor can play in terms of working out where, on a strategic basis, we want 

to support office space, alongside other measures to drive up the number of homes being built.   

 

Ultimately, we have to find the way to increase and protect employment space while also increasing the 

amount of housing.  That will mean, if there are any Article 4 directions in terms of protecting office space, we 

need to make sure we have a whole range of other measures to continue housing growth as well.  The two 

issues of housing growth and employment space need to go hand-in-hand.   

 

Navin Shah AM:  I want to move onto the quality rather than quantity of residential accommodation this 

system generates.  Albeit you have something like 21,500 units delivered through these PD rights, first, there 

are no affordable units.  Secondly, there is no control of space standards.  Thirdly, the mix of units is not what 

the local community needs.  Will you be picking all that up in your London Plan changes or the review?   

 

James Murray (Deputy Mayor for Housing):  In terms of, more generally, the support for high-quality 

accommodation, space standards, a good mix of housing and, of course, affordable housing, all of that is 

obviously key to what we want to do in the London Plan.  You do identify one of the issues with the permitted 

development rights in that you do not have that same control over the homes that are produced in terms of 

the mix, the standards and so on.  The London Plan will not be able to affect the framework that exists within 

permitted development directly because the London Plan will affect those units that are given planning 

permission.  By virtue of the system as it is, those units that are created under permitted development do not 

require planning permission. 

 

Navin Shah AM:  I am very worried that you are not able to influence conversions through PD rights in terms 

of the quality of accommodation, the mix and so on that we have been talking about.  Is this something that 

can be done in terms of influencing the Government to change the whole of PD?  I am not sure Article 4 

Directions, however much of a case you make, will be forthcoming.  So far it has not been particularly good.  

We need to stop unwanted, undesirable homes coming on to the market and not getting any affordable 

accommodation.  It can only be done, I believe, through pursuing the whole agenda with the Government. 

 

James Murray (Deputy Mayor for Housing):  Yes, in terms of what we can do through Article 4 Directions, 

clearly the Government has to see a case for approving them.  There are areas where we are hopeful they will 

support the Article 4 Directions.  We need to make sure that the case for them is well-evidenced, coordinated 

and so on.  In terms of the actual accommodation that is produced under permitted development, as you 

rightly point out, that is a conversation we would have to have with Government. 

 

Liz Peace CBE (Adviser on Property, Politics and the Built Environment):   Having been very closely 

involved when the Government introduced this whole thing, a couple of observations.  First of all, my view has 

always been that this was a sledgehammer to crack a nut.  It was a very broad-brush, extreme measure that 

was dealing with those situations where a local authority - and in London’s case, the boroughs - were just 

hanging on and hanging on to an employment use when there was no earthly chance of getting employment 

use back on to that site.   

 

From the developer or commercial property owner perspective, if you had a site that was empty and you could 

not get a commercial tenant in, you were hit with empty property rates and you were confronted with a far 
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more profitable possibility through residential because of the differential in values.  Of course, the commercial 

property industry supported the idea of PD.  This broad-brush approach, applying it across the board, has then 

led to exactly what you said.  If we had a far more rational and sensible approach to conversion that looked at 

the situation, where boroughs were encouraged to do it where clearly the commercial has no longer any 

viability and residential is sensible, then we would not need PD.  That is how I would tackle lobbying central 

Government on this.   

 

Navin Shah AM:  I appreciate that if you have an office building that is not lettable or fit for purpose and is 

empty you obviously want to put it to appropriate use, but from the figures we have - these are figures 

comparable to 2012 stock - 38% of the consented schemes were occupied.  That makes no sense.  There you 

are losing much-needed office accommodation and you are getting absolutely rubbish housing stock.   

 

Liz Peace CBE (Adviser on Property, Politics and the Built Environment):  I would not necessarily 

disagree.  The last point is that if you are looking at the comparable values, one way of dealing with that is to 

try to bring the values of the residential development down.  Then it ceases to become such an attractive 

proposition.  A commercial company faced with an option of making a lot more money out of a building is not 

going to say, “No, I will not.  I will stick with commercial because I think it is morally right”.  They will go for 

residential conversion.  Why not?  Deal with the value point.  That would be a good start. 

 

Nicky Gavron AM (Deputy Chair):  PD rights have been extended to all light industry, which means 

workshop space, artist’s studios and little workspaces all over the place, not just offices big and small.  We do 

not yet know what the impact of that is going to be but as with offices, it changes the asset class immediately.  

We have just heard what the occupation figures were for the offices.  The statistics say 95,000 existing jobs 

have gone from those spaces.  If they are occupied then we do have an issue, do we not, in terms of light 

industrial employment space, a lot of which will be occupied?  As the PD rights on offices bite, there is going 

to be more and more of a premium on any workspace anywhere.  I am just wondering what your reactions are 

to the fact that it has been extended, starting with you, Liz, and then perhaps asking James [Murray], and 

what we might do about it. 

 

Liz Peace CBE (Adviser on Property, Politics and the Built Environment):  Of course, if there starts to 

be pressure on the availability of office/workshop space then the value will increase.  Then it will become more 

profitable to leave your premises as that rather than to turn it into residential.  In a way, this is all about 

bucking a market, is it not?  It came out of the fact that the market was driving owners of commercial property 

to convert it to residential, matched with the fact that there happened to be an overriding need for residential.  

The two things neatly came together.  It comes back to this differential.   

 

By the way, I would have to say that from a personal perspective I am not at all in favour of this universal 

conversion to residential because you then come back to the need for proper mixed-use communities and for 

people to be able to live near where they work or work near where they live, whichever way you want to look at 

it.  I do think what we need is a sensible planning approach - which you can do through Article 4 [Directions], 

of course - and appropriate zoning, but there is no point trying to hang on to employment use when you 

cannot get employment users in there.  Yes, look at where the demand is and respond accordingly, but do not 

try to make the demand where it is not.  Then you may as well use it for residential.   

 

James Murray (Deputy Mayor for Housing):  I have probably set out enough on our position on Article 4, 

so I would run the risk of repeating myself. 
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Tony Pidgley CBE (Chairman, Berkeley Group PLC):  I have a very simple view.  I agree with most of what 

has been said and it was a tragedy that the Government chose to take the position they did.  Equally, I do take 

the view that the Mayor needs to protect and deliver offices because the problems we are having are 

completely different.  We agree with it, but if the office building is in the middle of a regeneration site and 

gets protected we stop the regeneration.  If they take the permitted development rights in the middle of a 

regeneration site and put substandard residential in, that is not good enough.  I would actually, 

James [Murray], suggest that we need to get clear policy from the Mayor, which we have been working on, 

back to the Government.  I do think the Government is ready to have a change of direction on this.  You are 

quite right, they have now released industrial and it will go to residential overnight.   

 

Navin Shah AM:  Could I just make a plea to James in particular?  You have the Old Oak Common Mayoral 

Development Corporation coming along over the next years and decades.  There is a large chunk of light 

industrial sites there as well.  Can you keep a keen eye on those uses as well?  That is an area that will need 

very clear attention to make sure that we do not lose the economic growth potential that already exists there.   

 

James Murray (Deputy Mayor for Housing):  Yes, we will be keeping a very keen eye on that area.   

 

Navin Shah AM:  Thank you. 

 

Tony Devenish AM (Chairman):  In terms of infrastructure, did either Liz or Tony [Pidgley] want to make 

any final remarks?  Any advice for James [Murray]? 

 

Liz Peace CBE (Adviser on Property, Politics and the Built Environment):  On infrastructure?  Only in 

general terms, what he knows already.  We need it. 

 

James Murray (Deputy Mayor for Housing):  Are you pro or anti infrastructure? 

 

Liz Peace CBE (Adviser on Property, Politics and the Built Environment):  Pretty pro infrastructure, 

James, yes. 

 

James Murray (Deputy Mayor for Housing):  Yes, I thought so. 

 

Tony Pidgley CBE (Chairman, Berkeley Group PLC):  I suppose there are two pleas I would make.  At a 

certain level, we should have a very clear guide to policy.  We would like to see more planning officers.  Given 

we have a housing crisis, we would like to see the process speeded up.  That is not a criticism of anybody.  It 

works well but we would like to see it.  It is just a small ask.  We make so much fuss about money.  We need 

that.   

 

We would then like to see a debate - we have always been in this position and the problem is that it is not the 

right word to use - on the Green Belt.  There are many sites that out there that, in 1947, someone put a line 

around, which are of no benefit to the community.  Your children cannot play on them.  Your mother or father 

cannot walk on them.  If they have barbed wire around them, if they are concrete, if they are scrap yards, they 

should be reviewed because we have a housing crisis and they can produce homes for people.  We should be 

much more grown up about this and have a good look at that.  I am not talking about pure Green Belt, I am 

talking about that stuff that most boroughs have that nobody can use.  We have had this debate.  It is a 

debate that needs to take place in the face of the crisis we are facing.   

 

James Murray (Deputy Mayor for Housing):  Just to say, “Noted”.   
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Tom Copley AM:   We, I believe, on this Committee, have expressed the view that the Infrastructure Plan 

should be spatially driven as well as investment-focused and more integrated with the London Plan itself.  How 

are you going to address these concerns?  

 

Jeremy Skinner (Senior Manager - Growth and Enterprise, GLA):  Perhaps a little bit of context for new 

members.  The Infrastructure Plan, constructed in 2013, published in 2014, was a response to three trends.  

First, the recommendation of the London Finance Commission that if the Mayor wanted to have greater 

devolved fiscal powers to invest in infrastructure he better have a clear plan of what infrastructure he wants to 

invest in.  Secondly, it was a period of relative quietness on the policy front in relation to the London Plan and 

so therefore it was an opportunity for the Mayor to set out longer-term views in terms of the infrastructure the 

city needs.  Thirdly, it responded to concerns expressed by London First in their 2010 Infrastructure 

Commission piece of work and various others that delivery of infrastructure was patchy.  That is the context.   

 

In terms of the specific question about its spatial orientation, we did set out some spatial scenarios.  We started 

from the question, “How big is London going to get?”  Our second question was, “Where is all that growth 

going to go?”  We set out some scenarios of where growth could be accommodated, one of which provoked a 

reaction from the rest of the southeast because it appeared to suggest that we were able to embark on a 

massive construction programme in the region.  It was in fact only a scenario, and indeed some of those 

scenarios have now been taken forward in the review of the London Plan and extended.  A number of new 

scenarios have been created.  In the Infrastructure Plan, I am not in any way doing work on spatial scenarios.  

The baton has been firmly passed back to the London Plan Team.   

 

One thing that is obvious is that the spatial direction of the capital will be heavily influenced by infrastructure 

decisions.  Since I last spoke about this to a committee, we have had the positive decision on Crossrail 2, the 

funding for Crossrail 2.  That is essentially an interim decision to back that project.  We need billions rather 

than millions but that will take us through to approximately 2020.  Other major decisions that we might have 

expected that might now be put on hold, like Heathrow or Gatwick and so on, we need to get clarity on from 

Government.   

 

Tom Copley AM:  We are waiting with bated breath. 

 

Jeremy Skinner (Senior Manager - Growth and Enterprise, GLA):  Patrick McLoughlin MP [Secretary of 

State for Transport] yesterday said that he would announce in the next few days whether he would be able to 

make the announcements before the new Government takes over.  Yes, we are in a period of delay. 

 

What we are also finding is that of course big infrastructure decisions are a big impetus and stimulus to growth.  

We know that from the research on the Jubilee Line extension and on Crossrail 1.  Decisions about 

infrastructure, in other words, will have a big spatial dimension.   

 

Tony Devenish AM (Chairman):  John, the question we want to ask you, we agreed before the meeting, was 

in terms of our work programme going forward.  When will you be ready for us to have a full and detailed 

scrutiny of the London Infrastructure Plan, please? 

 

John Lett (Strategic Planning Manager, London Planning Team, GLA):  The Infrastructure Plan or the 

London Plan? 

 

Tony Devenish AM (Chairman):  The London Infrastructure Plan. 
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Jeremy Skinner (Senior Manager - Growth and Enterprise, Greater London Assembly):    That is 

making the presupposition that we will continue to publish the Infrastructure Plan.  I do not think at the 

moment that would be the lead recommendation.  While the London Plan is being published, the London Plan 

is the primary policy document.  I do not think we would want to publish something that would risk either 

duplicating or, at the margin, conflicting. 

 

Nicky Gavron AM (Deputy Chair):  I just want to say that the Infrastructure Plan is very far-sighted and 

long-term but there are many strands of it that have to be reflected in the London Plan.   

 

Jeremy Skinner (Senior Manager - Growth and Enterprise, GLA):   Absolutely. 

 

Nicky Gavron AM (Deputy Chair):  The work on social infrastructure, the work on what we would properly 

call infrastructure, the hidden stuff: energy, water, waste and all those things.  Otherwise we have a London 

Plan that is pre-emptive of an Infrastructure Plan.  We absolutely have to have the London Plan absorbing 

those things, which means that there will need to be some strengthening of areas of the London Plan, 

particularly on the secondary materials economy, on open space, on industrial land, if you look at the new 

industries that are coming forward, the circular economy and so on, and also on social infrastructure and, 

above all, on carbon reduction.  Would you not agree? 

 

Jeremy Skinner (Senior Manager - Growth and Enterprise, GLA):   I completely agree in the sense that, 

as I said, the baton has been passed so some of those things will be reflected in planning policy.  Where we can 

further make a difference is not just to consider policy but the delivery. 

 

Much of the infrastructure in the capital is delivered through passes not under City Hall’s control.  Many of 

them are in the regulated utilities.  We have Network Rail as well.  They will help shape and determine the path 

that London takes.  A lot of the work that we did and will continue to do under this Mayor will be to try to 

coordinate the delivery of all that infrastructure, the people who are essentially constructing the city.   

 

Nicky Gavron AM (Deputy Chair):  Can I just make one more point?  One of the things that comes out so 

strongly in the Infrastructure Plan is the need for integration - you talked about utilities - of the infrastructure 

right from the start.  That means it has to be reflected in the Opportunity Area frameworks and in the Plan 

itself.  An integrated approach, integrated policies, integrated technologies. 

 

Jeremy Skinner (Senior Manager - Growth and Enterprise, GLA):  Yes.   

 

John Lett (Strategic Planning Manager, London Planning Team, GLA):  We do work as a very 

integrated team.  One member of my team works with Jeremy’s team and vice versa.  The spatial scenarios that 

are now informing the London Plan were first floated in the Infrastructure Plan.  Conversely, our work, say, on 

water supplies is feeding backwards through to Jeremy to make sure that the financial side of it, which he is far 

better at -- 

 

Andrew Boff AM:  We have a public gallery in today who would be rather interested to know what the future 

of London holds for us.  When you look at them and say, “Just read the London Plan”, it is an unreasonable 

thing to ask Londoners to do.  The previous Mayor tried to address this with varying degrees of success, by 

seeking to publish what we called the 2020 Vision.  We had a number of criticisms of it - 2020 was by far not 

far enough in the future - but it attempted to lay down where there was consensus about the future of 

London, things like, “We need more infrastructure investment, in particular light.  We know that the centre of 
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gravity of London is moving east”, those kind of broad-brush statements that we could all sign up to and that 

could form the basis of a plan for which there was wide consensus.  Will that be something that the Mayor can 

commit to as well?  Not a simple plan but broad brush strokes. 

 

James Murray (Deputy Mayor for Housing):  I will take that back. 

 

Tony Devenish AM (Chairman):   Thank you very much to all the guests for this morning.  A very 

illuminating discussion.   
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