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Nicky Gavron (Chair):  Now we are coming back to our main item for discussion on the future 

of London’s growth.  London has the fastest-growing population of any region in the country. It 

has already gone up by a million since 2000, and it looks - and we will hear more about this - as 

though it is going to go up by another million in the next decade, which means we are 

fundamentally absorbing a city with the population, which is the equivalent of a city like 

Birmingham, every decade.  That puts quite a lot of pressures on a city.  So, how can we 

accommodate this growth and what impact will it have on London?  Can we still maintain the 

concept of the compact city with its mixed-income, mixed-use communities living at higher 

densities and building on brownfield land, or do we have to change our approach? 

 

This meeting kicks off an ongoing series.  We are going to have a seminar following this, which 

is looking into these issues ahead of the release of the Mayor’s Vision for London, which is 

coming out we believe in May, and then the Statement of Intent, without consultation, as a 

prelude to the major revisions to the London Plan that are coming about, partly because of 

these new census projections of population.  This is the beginning, this is framing a discussion 

that we want to carry forward, but particularly today we want to find out, especially your own 

views, we want to frame the discussions for later and find out what research capacity and data 

you think that we should be recommending that the Mayor looks at or undertakes before he 

embarks on his major revisions to the London Plan. 

 

If we could just ask our guests to introduce themselves that would be very helpful, just with a 

line about what you do and your relevance to today.  If we start with Martin. 

 

Martin Crookston (Urban Economist, London School of Economics):  Hello, I am 

Martin Crookston, I am an independent consultant economist and planner by training and I was 

on the Rogers Urban Task Force, so to some extent guilty as charged of the compact city 

approach. 

 

Dr Nicholas Falk (Founder Director, URBED):  Hello, I am Nicholas Falk, full of a cold in my 

head as you can probably hear. I set up Urban and Economic Development (URBED) in 1976, so 

for the last almost 40 years. I have been concerned with urban regeneration and strategic 

planning.  I am an economist and urbanist, and last year we led a study tour to Paris and are 

about to have an event on learning from Paris.  I am particularly interested in how London can 

learn from other capital cities in how they manage growth, transport and development. 

 



 

 

John Hollis (Demographic Consultant):  I am John Hollis, I am now a part-time demographic 

consultant, but between 2000 and 2011 I was here looking after demographic analysis and 

demographic projections, so I might be guilty as charged at some point. 

 

Dave Lawrence (Director, Roger Tym and Partners):  I am Dave Lawrence; I am an 

economist with Roger Tym and Partners, now part of Peter Brett Associates (PBA).  I have 

worked on studies such as the London Office Policy Review, industrial warehousing land 

demand studies and spatial forecasts for Transport for London (TfL), so a lot of background 

evidence works informing past London Plans. 

 

Catriona Riddell (Director, Catriona Riddell Associates):  Catriona Riddell, I am an 

independent consultant specialising in strategic planning but I think I am probably here because 

of my previous role, which was Director of Planning at the Southeast England Regional 

Assembly. I was in charge of the Southeast Plan and also working with London and east of 

England in the inter-regional forum. 

 

Martin Simmons (Regional Planning Consultant, Town and Country Planning 

Association Policy Council):  Martin Simmons, I am known to some Members here certainly 

as the Chief Officer of London Planning Advisory Committee (LPAC) prior to the 

Greater London Authority (GLA) and Interim Head of Planning at the beginning of the GLA in 

2000/2001.  Subsequently I have been acting as a Regional Planning Advisor, represented 

London Councils at the first London Plan examination in public, very active currently with the 

Town and Country Planning Association, representing it at the last London Plan Examination in 

Public. 

 

Nicky Gavron (Chair):  Thank you all very much and many of you have been - well I think 

probably all of you - have been involved in projecting London’s growth and shaping the 

response to it over probably at least 10 years, probably 25 years for many.  We could not have a 

better group of experts, so thank you all very much for coming. 

 

I am going to kick off with what do we know about the nature, scope and scale really of 

London’s projected growth over the next 25 years and I think the best person to start with is 

John Hollis, the demographer. 

 

John Hollis (Demographic Consultant):  All right, thank you, Nicky.  It is pretty difficult at 

the moment in terms of really being sure what our trends are that we want to follow or what we 

might have to follow.  The problem being that the Census in 2011 has not produced all of the 

answers yet. The big answers that it did produce were that London had been previously 

underestimated by the Office for National Statistics and that underestimate, possibly over 

250,000, presumably additional net international migrants over the previous decade.  We do not 

know yet whether these people been found as being illegals, have they been overstayers from 

visas, have they been short-term EU migrants who became long-term migrants.  We just do not 

know what the history of that big 250,000 extra is over the previous decade, which years it 

actually happened in.  That is going to be important in terms of looking at recent and future 

trends. 

 



 

 

However, it does seem that London has had about 40% of net international migration that has 

entered England probably 90,000 a year on average, 900,000 over the decade.  One can see 

that since 2011 the net international migration into the United Kingdom (UK) fell in 

2011/2012, it fell from 240,000 in 2010/2011 to 160,000-odd in 2011/2012.  That 

information has not yet worked its way through into estimates of local populations. That will not 

happen until the middle of this year when a 2012 figure comes out, and we will see if London is 

continuing to absorb a high proportion of the net inflow into the UK. 

 

The other aspect, London’s population was always one of a big international net inflow and 

then a big net outflow to the rest of the country.  After 2007, that changed dramatically.  In the 

first seven years, 2001/02 to 2007/2008, there was a net loss to the rest of the country, mostly 

to the southeast and the east, of 90,000 people.  Since 2007/2008, that annual average has 

been down in the 30 and 40 thousands as people found it very difficult to move out of London, 

as you would have expected, and to find new homes in the rest of the country. Previously the 

big inflow into London of international migrants was dispersed into the rest of the country at a 

much greater rate.  That has not happened and therefore the current projections are still on the 

basis of a relatively low net loss of Londoners to the rest of the country contrary to the longer-

term trends.  If that trend returns because of easier access to mortgages and housing, then 

clearly the figures that you have in the report, which might themselves be conservative, might 

actually be reduced. 

 

It is a very difficult time to be sure about where we are and what the trend is that we need to 

think about following.  If, of course, the Government’s target of getting international migration 

below 100,000 a year in 2015 comes about, that itself is going to be some kind of relief to 

London as the major recipient of the net inflow from overseas. 

 

Nicky Gavron (Chair):  Underscored the population by about 400,000, have we not? 

 

John Hollis (Demographic Consultant):  Pretty much, yes. 

 

Nicky Gavron (Chair):  400,000, and that is due - you are saying to us - partly to people not 

moving out of London and partly to the net inflow? 

 

John Hollis (Demographic Consultant):  No, it was not that.  The flow of people within the 

country is being well monitored.  It was the difficulty of monitoring the flow of people across 

the national boundary.  I would say that most of this error is due to net international migration, 

which has not been picked up over the previous decade and maybe the 2011 Census has 

actually found people who were here in 2001 who were not picked up by the 2001 Census. 

 

Nicky Gavron (Chair):  All right, OK, but you did also mention that people are not moving out. 

 

John Hollis (Demographic Consultant):  That is in terms of putting the pressure on-- the 

number of people leaving London for the rest of the country has gone down by more than half 

in the latter part of the 2001/2011 decade.  It was down in the order of 30,000 a year for a 

couple of years.  It has picked up a bit since then.  I do not know if it has picked up since 2011, 

those data are not out. 



 

 

 

Nicky Gavron (Chair):  If that changes, and if there are fewer people from overseas coming 

into London, then what do you project will be the figures?  I know it is hard, having been 

scalded once, you might not want to do it again. 

 

John Hollis (Demographic Consultant):  I think it is difficult at the moment to say how far 

down those numbers are going to go.  It could be that we are looking at something of the order 

of over 10 million in the early 2030s at the moment.  That number could be down.  Over 

9 million definitely, but I would not like to put a very close figure on it at the moment, the data 

are far too sparse and the assumptions are far too vague I think to be able to be sure that you 

are going to put a figure on something for 20 years ahead. 

 

Nicky Gavron (Chair):  Yes, and by 2020 you say? 

 

John Hollis (Demographic Consultant):  2020, I mean we are probably looking at around 

9 million, I would have thought, anyway. 

 

Nicky Gavron (Chair):  Yes, and we are at 8.2 million now? 

 

John Hollis (Demographic Consultant):  8.2 million, yes.  Natural change itself is huge at 

the moment, about 80,000 or so per annum, so that is just births less deaths.  If you say that 

the average household size is about two and a half, that itself is 25,000 to 30,000 households 

effectively, although they are in a very dispersed manner those people, all babies and people 

dying at different ages, but that is the sort of impact of natural change. 

 

Nicky Gavron (Chair):  Is London still producing more babies than the rest of the country? 

 

John Hollis (Demographic Consultant):  London has a huge growth in births -- 

 

Nicky Gavron (Chair):  That natural growth is very big. 

 

John Hollis (Demographic Consultant):  Yes, it has, I have forgotten the exact figure.  Ben, 

behind, might offer a figure, is it 140,000, Ben? 

 

Ben Corr (Intelligence Unit):  130,000-something, yes. 

 

John Hollis (Demographic Consultant):  Yes. 

 

Nicky Gavron (Chair):  Is there anyone else who wants to add anything just to the figures or 

any comments about projections? 

 

Tony Arbour (AM):  Do you think I could ask a question precisely about something Mr Hollis 

has said?  You said that the people who are not being picked up, it relates to inflows from 

overseas, do you think a high proportion of those people are illegals and, if so, are we ever 

going to pick them up? 

 



 

 

John Hollis (Demographic Consultant):  There are various aspects of being illegal: people 

have entered without papers or people have overstayed, effectively. I think it is likely that, as I 

understand from looking at data from the Migration Advisory Committee, it is a lot of 

overstayers who are here.  Actual numbers, it is virtually impossible to give a figure. 

 

Tony Arbour (AM):  Precisely so, you cannot know how many there are, nor is it ever going to 

be in their interest to record themselves as being present. 

 

John Hollis (Demographic Consultant):  No, in fact because the census does not necessarily 

catch every person in London or the country. A number of them have to be estimated on the 

basis of analysis of households who did not respond, and so that is what gives up the big 

numbers.  Certainly the number of households that the census found in 2011 was pretty close to 

the number of households we thought there were on the basis of the development monitoring 

process that London and the boroughs have carried out, it is just that those households seem to 

carry a lot more people in them than was expected.  The average household size in London 

actually increased between 2001 and 2011 and it is unlikely to fall very rapidly over the next 

decade. 

 

Tony Arbour (AM):  But one of the flaws of the census is of course it is never going to pick up 

these people. 

 

John Hollis (Demographic Consultant):  Not as someone with a name on a form, no, not 

necessarily.  It has to make an estimation of people who are missed and I think in 2011, I was on 

the expert panel on quality assurance for the census, and the methodology that was used was 

far superior to what was done in 2001.  It could be that we have actually better estimated who 

was here in 2011 and may have found some people who were here already in 2001 but who 

were missed by the 2001 census. 

 

Nicky Gavron (Chair):  So it is making up, all right.  

 

Navin Shah (Deputy Chair):  You mentioned figures about migration from overseas.  Do we 

have figures of migration from within the country, because this is the place, London is where 

the jobs are meant to be, whether they are actually there or not. Therefore natural internal 

migration, do we have figures of that-- I am a bit staggered by the overseas figures that you 

indicated because some of those I believe are short-term communities or students for a year, for 

a couple of years, and going back.  Do we have that record as well, because surely, I do not 

expect 400,000 or any kind of figure to be the ones who just had not been accounted for since 

2000 or for whatever time span you are talking about.  It is 2000, is it not? 

 

John Hollis (Demographic Consultant):  Yes. 

 

Navin Shah (Deputy Chair):  There has got to be more explanation than simply 400,000 

migration. Is it all simply overseas or what account is there for internal? 

 

John Hollis (Demographic Consultant):  Looking at internal migration firstly, there are a 

number of sources that can actually give you information on this and the one that is used 



 

 

mostly is on the basis of people changing their general practitioner (GP).  They move their GP or 

they advise their GP that they have changed address and that data is used on a continuing 

basis, quarter by quarter, year by year, as the basis for internal movements.  There are some 

problems in that, people do not register very rapidly, for instance. In fact I did speak to 

Ken Livingstone [former Mayor of London] once about this and he said, “Oh yes, it was 16 years 

when I actually re-registered with a doctor and I had moved four times”, something like that.  It 

is quite typical for young men not to re-register very rapidly.  However, overall those figures are 

pretty robust and it is those figures that I was saying show that London has not lost the nearly 

100,000 people it was at the beginning of the last decade. You could see it as soon as the credit 

crunch came in, the net loss of Londoners to the rest of the country was down to about 30,000, 

35,000, 40,000.  That is fairly well measured. 

 

Inflows into the country are measured by surveys mostly at the borders, at the ports, and 

similarly for people who are leaving the country that is measured by surveys.  It is a less-certain 

science and people do not actually have to answer those surveys, they can actually refuse if you 

are challenged at an airport, “Can you just answer a few questions please?” or whatever. 

Therefore that data is not as good but it is getting better and a lot of work has been done by 

the Office for National Statistics (ONS) to improve the processes in estimating international 

flows.  You get data on those flows by the purpose of the move, whether they be students, 

whether they are coming looking for a job, whether they are coming with a guaranteed job, 

where they have come from, and people who are leaving, where they are going to. 

 

It was interesting for the 2011/2012 data, which showed this big decrease in the net inflow into 

the UK, down from 240,000 to 160,000; that there was still net inflow into the UK of over 

170,000 students or people whose purpose was to study.  These people are people who are 

staying for a year or more, they are intended long-term migrants.  You have to make allowances 

for short-term movers as well and people who are aiming to stay for less than a year. We have 

some figures from the 2011 Census, borough by borough, how many residents there are who 

said that they had come to stay for less than a year.  They may stay for longer, and that is where 

you get this kind of legal arrivals from the EU. They are monitored as being short-term, but in 

fact they stay for longer than a year, therefore they become a longer-term resident and enter 

the resident population.  They are hard to pick up. 

 

Nicky Gavron (Chair):  So a high proportion are students? 

 

John Hollis (Demographic Consultant):  A very high proportion -- 

 

Nicky Gavron (Chair):  Very high of the net inflow. 

 

John Hollis (Demographic Consultant):  -- of those coming into the UK are students, yes.  It 

is about -- 

 

Nicky Gavron (Chair):  All right; that needs to be factored in. 

 

John Hollis (Demographic Consultant):  About 40% I think. 

 



 

 

Navin Shah (Deputy Chair):  This is why I asked the question. 

 

John Hollis (Demographic Consultant):  Well over 200,000 coming in to the UK for study 

purpose for over a year. 

 

Nicky Gavron (Chair):  Thank you. 

 

Navin Shah (Deputy Chair):  So it is short term potentially. 

 

John Hollis (Demographic Consultant):  There is legal short term of less than a year and 

then there is what you and I might consider to be short term, “I am only here for two or three 

years while I am studying then where am I going next”, sort of thing. 

 

Nicky Gavron (Chair):  Yes, there are very strong visa controls, if you are outside of Europe, 

on a student visa.  Did you want to come in? 

 

Andrew Boff (AM):   On that, everything that you have said, whenever we enter this debate 

about data, which in itself is inaccurate, and obviously we want more and more accurate data, 

sometimes I think it is just like chasing your tail.  All data is, is a vague pointer in the direction, 

as far as I can see, of where the trends are going.  Can I just ask, of the internal migration, that 

is people - as what I understand it - internal migration will basically be people moving out, but 

within the UK, is that correct? 

 

John Hollis (Demographic Consultant):  Correct, yes. 

 

Andrew Boff (AM):  Where are they going? 

 

John Hollis (Demographic Consultant):  The majority do not go very far.  Most people who 

move house, I think it is something like three-quarters move less than 10 km.  If you are in an 

outer borough of London and move 10 km you are in Essex, Kent, Hertfordshire, Surrey, etc. 

This is what the data shows; that the vast majority of the people who leave London go into the 

southeast and east regions and usually into the parts that are closest to London. 

 

Andrew Boff (AM):  There is little migration from one major economic centre to another major 

economic centre within the United Kingdom? 

 

John Hollis (Demographic Consultant):  Obviously it exists, you get movements from 

Manchester, from Leeds and such, but you also get a lot of student movement between the 

cities as well. 

 

Andrew Boff (AM):  In terms of long-term migrants, does the data show that there is any 

other boom town bar London? 

 

John Hollis (Demographic Consultant):  London is the boom town. 

 

Andrew Boff (AM):  Is the only boom town? 



 

 

 

John Hollis (Demographic Consultant):  It really is the one, yes.  London is the driver of 

internal migration within the whole of the UK. 

 

Andrew Boff (AM):  Yes, and because of that the migration, you could say from that, is being 

driven by the fact that only London is the place where the boom is taking place? 

 

John Hollis (Demographic Consultant):  I suppose in a sense London is a natural destination 

for international movers.  As I said, 40% or more come here, and that then causes a dispersion 

of population. 

 

Andrew Boff (AM):  I can understand my colleagues being concerned about international 

migration, but actually on the GLA we have little influence over that.  My interest is in where 

people are in the UK, whether or not we are doing the right things in London to disperse some 

of this wealth throughout the UK. 

 

John Hollis (Demographic Consultant):  I think that people come to London to work and 

people come to London to be educated, whether they are coming internationally or whether 

they are coming from within the UK.  London draws in young people from all over the UK and 

they are either being educated or they are coming for first jobs after they have been educated 

somewhere else.  That is putting it in a nutshell but broadly speaking what happens. 

 

As lifestyles goes on, people need more space and housing, they have children and they want to 

move to a green space environment perhaps, then that is the suburbanisation effect from the 

centre to the suburbs and outside. 

 

Andrew Boff (AM):  But the key message is that internal migration, they are still in the 

southeast and in terms of the southeast there probably is net immigration rather than 

emigration. 

 

John Hollis (Demographic Consultant):  The southeast gets a net inflow, yes, and most of 

that from London, yes.  The southeast region, what was, the east region, what was, are getting 

net inflows broadly speaking based upon the big flows out from London.  However, those big 

flows are nowhere near as big currently as they were a decade ago. 

 

Andrew Boff (AM):  Thank you. 

 

Navin Shah (Deputy Chair):  Nicky has talked about the large numbers in terms of population 

growth and the projections thereof.  Similarly, when you look at the housing, which is over 

25 years forecasting to think the demand will be in the region of 1.25 million additional over 

that period.  When you look at jobs, you are looking at growth in the region of 655,000.  This is 

what leads to the next question, what are the implications of forecast level of growth to the 

scale and magnitude we are talking about for housing, jobs, and social infrastructure?  That is 

the key question, maybe Martin Crookston might want to start with that please. 

 



 

 

Martin Crookston (Urban Economist, London School of Economics):  Sketched out in the 

paper are some figures that I think Duncan Bowie [Senior Lecturer in Spatial Planning, 

University of Westminster] did at the University of Westminster. Of course they are sort of the 

straight-line application of standards and I think what they demonstrate is that we would have 

to be a good bit more flexible and fleet of foot about what sorts of provision we were making.  

When you say airily, you have a figure that is 16 million m2 of playing field, there is not going to 

be much room for the extra housing if you have 16 million m2 of playing field.  Something is 

going to have to give in terms of how you actually apply your standards. You have to change 

them, you are going to have to put playing grounds on the roofs of schools, you are going to 

have to relax a lot of other provision standards. 

 

However, on the other hand, the actual figures that are in that list about child day care places, 

primary schools, secondary schools - this is at paragraph 3.5 of the report - they are areas where 

we have got very little choice. They are areas that are pretty hard figures, which are a straight-

line relationship with population growth.  I think you have got a mixture of figures here where 

there is going to be choice and there is going to be pretty well no choice.  I think that is going 

to be one of the areas where the growth figures and forecasts, even if they were only half right, 

if for some reason the economy went very slowly in London or we got other bits of the balance 

differently, some of those figures there are still extremely demanding and almost unavoidable. 

 

Navin Shah (Deputy Chair):  If I can just come back on that, surely some of the figures, like 

you said, the acreage of playing areas, etc, forecast, that is sort of, leaving that aside, but surely 

when you look at a forecast of 1.25 million housing requirement over 25 years, those are the 

realistic figures, are they not? 

 

Martin Crookston (Urban Economist, London School of Economics):  Sorry, you mean 

based on the 1.25 million? 

 

Navin Shah (Deputy Chair):  Yes. 

 

Martin Crookston (Urban Economist, London School of Economics):  Yes, I think that is 

right, those are the sorts of figures that ineluctably flow from that number of more people and 

more households. Whereas some of the others I am arguing there is an element of policy choice 

there about how you cope with it. 

 

Navin Shah (Deputy Chair):  Would you like to talk about the social infrastructure?  You 

mentioned partially about school places, there again currently London is struggling to meet the 

additional school places, for example, with bulged classes and expunged programmes.  On top 

of that we are looking at massive growth.  Facilities like that, for example, health care and so 

on, what are the implications of the growth projections we are talking about on that level of 

constructions? 

 

Martin Crookston (Urban Economist, London School of Economics):  I think the answer is 

the implications are extremely demanding, but the interesting evidence from somewhere like 

Tower Hamlets over the last ten years is of an ability to cope with -- this is one of the tightest-

packed, most densely developed and populated boroughs in London, and they have managed to 



 

 

squeeze in extra schools for a very fast-growing population.  I am aware that in other 

boroughs - I have worked with Ealing for example on their needs to meet new school provision - 

it is very difficult, but I suspect that there are physical solutions, ways of shoe-horning in these 

provisions. It just gets more and more difficult as these numbers go up. 

 

Nicky Gavron (Chair):  Can we ask any other members of the panel? 

 

Navin Shah (Deputy Chair):  Any other views on that? 

 

John Hollis (Demographic Consultant):  I have done some back-of-the-envelope population 

projections based upon what we do know from the 2011 Census and looking forward 20 years it 

could be that the school-age population of between 4 and 15, the traditional age, could go up 

by 300,000, which is about 25% in 20 years. 

 

Navin Shah (Deputy Chair):  Can I ask, in terms of what I have heard, in terms of the growing 

demand and the challenges we will have, is it therefore acceptable, or do we need to look at 

different standards of social infrastructure, whether we can maintain the current level or does it 

need to drop? 

 

Martin Crookston (Urban Economist, London School of Economics): I would have said 

the answer to that is pretty clearly no.  Britain does not have particularly high standards of 

provision by comparison with the rest of northwest Europe on any of these.  The levels of 

provision and of the standards in schools, health care, child day care in particular, are not 

particularly good already by comparison with the sort of country we want to be compared with.  

I would not think we have got any play in that direction.  I do think there is, in the open space 

provision area, I have always thought that in a way the application of blanket standards in a big 

complicated city like this leads to results that you do not want and in attempt to achieve the 

best driving out of the good. 

 

Navin Shah (Deputy Chair):  Anyone else comment? 

 

Dave Lawrence (Director, Roger Tym and Partners):  I think it is also looking at, in relation 

to when you say, “Quality of provision”, I look at it from this point of view, about how many of 

these the social infrastructure will have to support in the way of jobs. Clearly there is a kind of 

corresponding growth in jobs to support these services in child care, education and health, and 

you want to keep that level of provision up, grow that proportionally.  However, that is not 

necessarily the same as the kind of space within which this is accommodated. There probably is 

scope to reconfigure, rebuild, change around a lot of the older, redundant, less-efficient 

buildings and premises within London to accommodate more of this growth in the same area.  

That is happening by natural churn to a certain extent already, but it could perhaps be planned 

for a little bit more. 

 

Nicky Gavron (Chair):  Can I just ask, Martin, when you said we talked about the 1.2 million 

homes needed, what were you thinking that was against, accommodating how many more? 

 



 

 

Martin Crookston (Urban Economist, London School of Economics): That is from the 

report that was sent to us, the briefing report that was sent to us, and it is the figure that is 

derived I think from the population projections, so it is not my figure at all.  I am using it as a 

starting point as the -- 

 

Nicky Gavron (Chair):  Can I just ask Paul, against how many?  Is it against a million, the 

10 million, the 9 million, the 10 million? 

 

Paul Watling (Scrutiny Manager, GLA):  This is what was contained, I think, in the last 

version of the London Plan, suggesting that to meet the forecast increase in population, based 

on assumed household size, and to deal with the backlog of housing shortage, we need 

1.25 million additional homes over the next 25 years. 

 

Martin Crookston (Urban Economist, London School of Economics):  So it is not 

comparing it to the 10 million because that is the population. 

 

Nicky Gavron (Chair):  That is not a million because that is a house per person or a home per 

person,  I just want us to -- we have got to dig into this, not now of course, but we have got to 

dig into that because we know we have got 200,000 homes in the pipeline in planning 

permissions alone. We have got that already allocated so to speak, so I think this needs looking 

at; that figure. 

 

Martin Crookston (Urban Economist, London School of Economics):  This is the 25-year 

figure, Nicky, this is not to the next census decade, I think the million forecast is. 

 

Dave Lawrence (Director, Roger Tym and Partners):  Nationally, most housing demand is 

driven by falling household size rather than changing population. However, in London, as John 

said, actually over the last decade the household size in London has risen, probably because 

there has not been a house available, so the same population just squeeze into the available 

stock.  The issue is, I do not think the kind of population factors are driven more by sort of 

underlying demographics, they will probably fit into whatever houses are available and the 

household size will adjust accordingly.  I do not know if John has any views on that? 

 

John Hollis (Demographic Consultant):  At some point the pips will squeak I suppose on 

that one, but the projections do show that in the next decade to 2021 about half a million extra 

households will form on the basis of the migration as we understand it recently.  We are talking 

50,000 households a year, broadly speaking, is the current thought.  Although as I said earlier, 

that might actually come down given better information from the census and more information 

about current and future international migration trends. 

 

Martin Crookston (Urban Economist, London School of Economics):  Of course, Nicky, 

whether they are in new households or not, those numbers would still hold, because the 

population would still be there, however distributed as between households. 

 

Andrew Boff (AM):  Another interesting thing about Tower Hamlets is it also has one of the 

highest levels of overcrowded properties in London, so you may have provided the schools and 



 

 

it may have built the homes, but it also has one of the most overcrowded - certainly local 

government stock - in the country.  How do we expand and increase the density - which will 

obviously be the case - how do we increase the density of the population without increasing the 

overcrowding that goes with it and the misery and social outcomes that result from 

overcrowding? 

 

Martin Crookston (Urban Economist, London School of Economics): In a way that is your 

whole debate, which is in some of the later questions, about to what extent are you running into 

the limits on the sort of compact city approach, is it not?  I mean a lot of these questions here 

are about our strategy for the last 15 years which has been to use the land more efficiently; at 

what point does that tip over into generalised unacceptable conditions?  In most of London you 

are quite a long way away from that, but in some parts, Tower Hamlets, parts oddly of Southall, 

quite large parts of Newham, conditions are now much beyond acceptable levels of intensity 

and density, overuse, if you like, of the stock that is there, partly because it is not stock that 

was designed to be used like that in many cases. 

 

Andrew Boff (AM):  Do you think in the future, bearing in mind the pressure that will come on 

to London, that we will look back at this time when we have the debate about the rights and 

wrongs of the state subsidising under-occupation as a rather quaint argument? 

 

Martin Crookston (Urban Economist, London School of Economics):  I do indeed.  I mean 

particularly because under-occupation is lower in the social sector than in the private sector by a 

pretty wide margin.  I think you are right, I think it will look like a bit of a sort of blip of 

stunning irrelevance to the sorts of issues that London and one or two other places in the south 

are dealing with.  

 

Andrew Boff (AM):  Thank you.  I do not expect replies like that often.  Stop me if this comes 

up later because this is about the quality of housing that is going to be built, and I -- 

 

Nicky Gavron (Chair):  No, that does not come up later. 

 

Andrew Boff (AM):  We are going to be tempted to cope with the demands on housing in 

London by possibly reducing the size and possibly the quality, it is pure economics that if you 

have got to accommodate a lot of people then you are going to be tempted to build cheaper 

and cheaper accommodation.  Does that have threats for London? 

 

Martin Crookston (Urban Economist, London School of Economics):  This is dealt with a 

little bit in the questions 7 and 8 I think and in the lead-in to that that, the question of reducing 

the --.  Do you want to leave it until then? 

 

Andrew Boff (AM):  We will leave it until then.  I am happy to go with the flow. 

 

Nicky Gavron (Chair):  Can we move on to question 3. 

 

Navin Shah (Deputy Chair):  We have been talking about enormous pressures from the 

projected growth figures, etc, but obviously we are also facing severe austerity, financial 



 

 

pressures. The question is, how will austerity place challenges on providing and supporting 

infrastructure that we have been talking about and what are the implications for sustainable 

development in terms of funding such infrastructure.  On that, it is not just social, but physical 

infrastructure as well.  So austerity implications on that to the whole panel please. 

 

Martin Crookston (Urban Economist, London School of Economics):  Dave’s practice has 

done quite a bit of work on the business of funding infrastructure and social provision related to 

new development.  I do not know whether there is stuff you can draw on that to illuminate that. 

 

Dave Lawrence (Director, Roger Tym and Partners):  I was going to say, I think funding of 

infrastructure is something where there is scope for a lot more imaginative work to be done.  

Certainly we set aside social infrastructure and physical infrastructure for now, because I think 

there are probably different approaches needed to them.  In terms of physical infrastructure, 

even in times of austerity, the potential to fund physical infrastructure through guaranteed 

revenue streams is quite strong and there would be -- certainly this is something the 

Government are exploring at present, mechanisms for doing that.  Just to give one example 

from a recent piece of work I was doing, there is a debate about the new crossing at Gallions 

Reach being looked at now.  That is a piece of infrastructure, it is a fixed-link piece of 

infrastructure, you could forward-fund that on the grounds that you have got a guaranteed 

revenue stream, it would be very attractive to people for years. That is just a kind of simple 

piece of physical infrastructure, you could see that the mechanisms could be developed for that. 

 

Social infrastructure, the same kind of principles apply, but the kind of mechanisms to fund it 

are a bit more difficult. The revenue stream benefits, although they are clearly there, are less 

easy to capture for things like social services, for example. There are savings from investing in 

that, but capturing that revenue stream is a lot more difficult.  I think there is potential on 

infrastructure; I do not think it should be a barrier, I think there are ways of getting around that. 

 

Dr Nicholas Falk (Founder Director, URBED): Could I make a point on this. I think 

infrastructure is so expensive. In fact it is much more expensive than the cost of housing that 

making the most of what one has got, social, physical and economic, is really important.  The 

places with the greatest concentrations of existing infrastructure are town centres and one of 

the peculiar things about London is the sheer number of smaller centres, many of which are 

linked to transport lines.  If one wanted to grow London in a more sustainable way, one would 

be focusing much more on the centres, the smaller centres in the suburbs, and looking at their 

potential for growth, building on what already exists, rather than the rather naive idea that you 

can create something out of nothing.  I do not know if now is the right time to explore it, but I 

think that this is an area of real opportunity, particularly in areas where there has been 

significant investment in upgrading infrastructure; I am thinking along Crossrail for example, but 

also around London Overground. 

 

Nicky Gavron (Chair):  Absolutely.  Do you want to come in, Martin Simmons, or anybody 

else, on this? 

 

Catriona Riddell (Director, Catriona Riddell Associates):  Could I just make a quick point 

about that.  Before I was Director of Planning at the Southeast Regional Assembly I was Head of 



 

 

Structural Planning at Surrey. One of the issues always coming up there was when we looked at 

the suburbs, particularly the inner M25, the areas abutting London, one of the issues there was 

that the vast majority of people still worked within central London and the capacity of the rail 

network was fine coming through Surrey; the minute it hit Surbiton, places like that, it was 

absolutely well over capacity.  That has not changed, so it is just an issue around what you do 

with the suburbs and where people will work.  If you are looking at increasing densities, trying 

to encourage more development within the suburbs, you have to assume that a certain amount 

of people are still going to travel into central London. That still has a major impact on the rail 

network and that is the sort of major infrastructure that needs to be addressed.  It has not 

changed in the last 20-odd years; it has just got worse. 

 

Dr Nicholas Falk (Founder Director, URBED):  Can I just make one further comment, when 

we did a piece of research on the state of London suburban centres called Over the Edge: Town 

Centres and the Economy, we looked at the relative employment in different uses, different 

activities. One of the things that was surprising is how employment in activities other than retail 

is larger in most suburban centres, it just is not appreciated. We had arguments with the GLA 

about the importance of this economy and the response was, “Oh no, the future is all the City 

of London so forget about suburban centres”. However, even quite significant firms, such as 

Ipsos MORI, for example, have their main offices in Harrow, or did.  I do think the notion of 

hanging on to employment in suburban centres, not allowing - as has happened in Croydon – 

Nestlé to move to Crawley because it is such a miserable place, it seems to me that -- that is 

perhaps a fighting statement, but still I say it as someone who went to school in Croydon, so I 

do know!  However, it seems to me that this will lead to a different approach; what I call 

‘smarter growth’, which is spending much more time thinking about what already exists and how 

to make the most of it, rather than just looking at pie in the sky. 

 

Steve O’Connell (AM):  I shall be uncharacteristically grumpy about that.  As the Member for 

Croydon and Sutton, and a Croydon councillor, we will not go into the Nestlé migration. There 

were many reasons for that, not necessarily the reasons that you said. However, it is a point well 

made first of all about the Surrey suburban aspect of people commuting into town, the lack of 

infrastructure on the rail lines.  I know when we have the Transport Committee meeting we will 

talk about the Mayor’s influence and TfL’s influence on that.  The point you make is a good one 

about jobs and about potential in suburbs, and I will extend almost to in fact Len’s [Duvall] 

Lewisham and the outer London reach, because you would agree that we need to develop those 

areas to ensure that people work in that area and they do not commute, but you talked about 

the growth in population as well.  You mentioned two or three boroughs that have got 

particular unhappy living conditions in the Newhams and elsewhere, and there are areas in the 

suburbs that particularly have potential, you would agree.  My question to you really is that - 

and you quote from it and that is the only reason I am going to mention it - we have an 

aspiration to populate the town centre because it has all sorts of good reasons for social 

infrastructure, and you talked about the population growth across London. Do you see perhaps 

populating district centres as an increased potential in our housing needs, so district centres 

particularly, would you agree on that? 

 

Dr Nicholas Falk (Founder Director, URBED):  I believe there is a huge potential for 

increasing the number of people, empty-nesters, living on the edge of town, particularly smaller 



 

 

town centres where they can walk to facilities, use the buses, go to the library, and generally 

create activity. There is a lot of scope for looking at secondary areas, tertiary areas, which are 

underdeveloped, particularly where there is also a railway station, but which have tended to be 

neglected because it is too complicated, land is in mixed ownership, nobody can deal with the 

railways because they are a law unto themselves, and so on and so forth.  If we were - again 

perhaps this comes later - to take the same sort of approach you get in Paris of focusing on 

concerted areas, we might be able to get the whole system into a little bit more balance.  There 

will always be huge pressures, it is the results of success in many respects, and we should count 

ourselves lucky.  However, the challenge is how to manage those pressures and there is 

something crazy about seeing some centres almost become no-go areas when there is in a sense 

growing demand, growing amount of activity. 

 

Dave Lawrence (Director, Roger Tym and Partners):  I very much agree. I think one of the 

things we have come across time and time again when we have looked at the various 

employment stock around London is that in outer London, while you want to encourage 

employment of some kind, you do not necessarily think you are going to replicate the 

employment you had in the 1970s of big secondary office blocks. That is the kind of thing that 

there is virtually no demand for anywhere around London, or even outside London, that is the 

stock that just will not go.  Most of the other stuff you can kind of reuse in some way, but 

nobody wants that and so therefore you have to practically go and reuse it for something else or 

knock it down and start again. 

 

Steve O’Connell (AM):  Equally, you are right about office stock being out of date, 1970s, 

1980s and that, and many of our areas are full of those and that is wrong, but even in Croydon 

we are building new office stock that has a demand that is already pre-let because -- 

 

Dave Lawrence (Director, Roger Tym and Partners):  But you want to recycle the other 

stuff quickly, get it out. 

 

Steve O’Connell (AM):  Yes, OK, thank you, Chair, that is all I have. 

 

Nicky Gavron (Chair):  The next question is about the demands. What would be the 

implications for growth of the measures that are currently undertaken to combat climate 

change?  I mean we know in this time period that we are absolutely done for if we do not move 

to a low-carbon and resource-effective economy. 

 

Tony Arbour (AM):  We do not know that. 

 

Nicky Gavron (Chair):  OK. 

 

Tony Arbour (AM):  You might ‘know it’ on your side. 

 

Gareth Bacon (AM):  We do not all agree with you. 

 

Nicky Gavron (Chair):  I do not want to go into the arguments because it would take up time, 

but let us assume that the Mayor has got it right and that we actually are on a trajectory 



 

 

towards a low-carbon resource-effective economy.  If that is the case, and this population 

growth is there, what are the implications for that?  Who wants to take that on?  Martin? 

 

Martin Crookston (Urban Economist, London School of Economics): For reasons, 

including political, this is a difficult one to handle, but I think the main thing I would say is that 

the track we are on is a way of coping with growth that is more carbon-intensive than most of 

the alternatives.  It is a ‘compared with what’ question so it is rather problematic to deal with.  If 

you compare it with random development, the same amount of development scattered 

randomly over the rest of southeast England, then it is clear that concentration in London, the 

compact city approach, is more carbon and resource efficient.  However that does not take us 

very far.  It seems to me that, in terms of the choices that face London, I find this sort of 

question difficult to handle unless you are actually going to do measures of all the individual 

initiatives and I do not think that is what this question is about. This is a question that says, “Is 

there a particular climate change carbon intensity dimension to these policies?”  I think my 

answer is no, you are on the track where, compared with most of the rest of developments in 

this country, London is on a reasonably sound track because of the sort of place it is.  Some of 

what I am saying is, I would not worry about this. 

 

Nicky Gavron (Chair):  However, what you have just said is, “Measure”, and the Mayor has set 

himself, has agreed to a target of 60% carbon reduction by 2025 and so there is an issue about 

how we are going to reach that.  Of course there have been economic studies showing how 

cost-effective the compact city is, not in terms of carbon and resource-effectiveness and use of 

water and so on, but there are big issues by having to accelerate growth and I just wondered, 

does anyone else want to have a stab at this? 

 

Dr Nicholas Falk (Founder Director, URBED): There is something rather embarrassing about 

the lack of first-class energy-efficient housing schemes in London in comparison with what you 

would see in comparable cities on the Continent.  I think somewhere like BedZED [an 

environmentally friendly housing development in Hackbridge built in 2000/2002] was great in 

its time, but the fact that it is still being talked about shows that we have not made much 

progress in developing sustainable suburbs.  London should be able to have more places that 

one could take foreign visitors to, say from China, and say, “Yes, this is the model of the 

future”.  I agree that in general London will be much better than the rest of the country in 

minimising resource consumption because it is denser and that means you are wasting less 

energy and heating and so on. 

 

There may also be an overheating issue you want to consider.  It is argued that the biggest 

problem is going to be, not so much heating ourselves, but dealing with rising temperatures, 

avoid consumption in cooling, and the whole issue of greening and so on, it is important.  Again 

I would have thought London probably scores well, certainly looking at it from the air, everyone 

is always amazed by just how many trees there seem to be. 

 

Dave Lawrence (Director, Roger Tym and Partners):  I tend to look at all these things from 

more the kind of employment aspect of it and what the sector means in those terms. The 

opportunities in the low-carbon sectors in London do not seem that great except with one 

exception, which is in retrofit, which could be large.  However, then what you have to recognise 



 

 

is that is quite an expensive policy.  You get your environmental benefits but there is a cost 

attached to it.  

 

Catriona Riddell (Director, Catriona Riddell Associates):  It is hopefully not flippant, and it 

is not a professional view, it is a personal view, because I live a mile from the London border in 

Surrey. There seems to be, in terms of carbon reduction, some anomalies in terms of if you are 

in Kingston you can get buses anywhere, Surbiton, the minute you move out of there the buses 

stop at 5.00pm, nobody uses the buses.  They changed recently, they changed the whole waste 

strategy, I live a mile from the Kingston waste recycling centre, I now have to travel 10 miles to 

the Surrey one because I am not a Kingston resident, I am a Surrey resident.  Things like that 

where you have got the non-London local authorities sitting right next to the London 

authorities who are having totally different approaches to climate change and to sustainability 

just seems madness personally. That is from a personal perspective because I virtually live in 

London, all the facilities I use are in London, yet I am not allowed to use them, I have to travel 

somewhere else, a lot greater distance, and I cannot get around on public transport right on the 

edge of London compared to a mile down the road. 

 

Nicky Gavron (Chair):  I think we would agree, we do want much more integration with the 

rest of the southeast, probably in terms of governance too, but that is going to be difficult.  Did 

you want to come in? 

 

Andrew Boff (AM):  Yes please.  I was interested in what Dr Falk said about the fact that we 

were a bit embarrassed that we have not got that kind of high-quality housing, or enough of 

that high-quality housing.  Would you not say that energy efficiency is an economic argument 

that happens to fit in well with carbon reduction ambitions and that high-quality sustainable 

Code 5 housing is actually what people want. It is not as though that has to be imposed upon 

people, because that quality of housing is actually what people want. 

 

Dr Nicholas Falk (Founder Director, URBED):  There is not so much evidence that people 

will pay a premium as yet for a higher standard of housing and you probably know that only 

25% of house movers apparently consider a new home, so they prefer a second-hand building 

as a generalisation.  The challenge is how to create housing that is more appealing because it 

matches future needs. For example take this large niche of empty-nesters, many of whom are 

under-occupying, and increasingly expensive to heat, semis out in the suburbs.  In my view, in 

every town centre there should be the kind of development that looks appealing because it has 

balconies, because there is somewhere to park the car safely, and so on.  Or perhaps not have a 

car at all and save money.  There is an economic argument for change just reflecting 

demographic change. However, the challenge is, not only to provide the sites, but to stimulate 

developers and house-builders to provide a different kind of product from what they have been 

used to.  It may be that, as we get more and more foreign developers operating, we will get 

more introduction of different sort of lifestyles.  I am thinking of the sort of housing you might 

get in Scandinavia, shall we say. 

 

There is a further point to what you have said, which is that most people understand or are that 

concerned about carbon emissions; it is a very sort of hazy concept.  I do think they are 

concerned about energy bills, and if we could focus, as the Germans do, on energy 



 

 

consumption, then in fact we would get at carbon emissions.  It is energy consumption of our 

cars, our buses, as well as our homes.  I think making the whole thing a bit simpler, but selling it 

on the basis you are going to save money, instead of spending £2,500 a year, which you will not 

be able to afford, on your energy bills, you will be spending less than £1,000; which gives you 

the money to do all sorts of other things.  That is an argument that many more people could 

understand.  We have to go beyond what one might call the green or eco-freaks to the average 

person who might be moving to somewhere better because it really does offer a better way of 

life. 

 

Andrew Boff (AM):  We should not extrapolate too much from personal circumstances, but 

that is exactly what I did this weekend was moved from a house, whose energy bills are £2,500 a 

year, and one of the main selling points of the home I am moving to is it is going to be less than 

£1,000 per year. 

 

Dr Nicholas Falk (Founder Director, URBED):  Fantastic. 

 

Andrew Boff (AM):  However, if you want that evidence that a premium is going to be paid, 

perhaps I should direct you to a piece of work GLA Conservatives have done called, Radically 

Normal, which indicates precisely that that is the case; that people are willing to pay a premium 

for good-quality housing and in that premium one can then levy an amount to support social 

schemes.  So add that to your reading list if you could. 

 

Nicky Gavron (Chair):  Excellent, Andrew.  We are going to leave climate change for the 

moment. What I have gathered from this is that water, waste, energy, transport, all the big CO2 

emitters, all the areas that need to be more resource-effective, have to have more detail than 

we are able to give them here.  We have a massive potential water shortage already, we are as 

dry as Istanbul even without moving forward.  We are going to leave that now but you did say, 

and it leads on to the next question, Martin, that we need to be able to measure. I do think that 

might be a part of the next question. 

 

Tony Arbour (AM):  We heard from Mr Hollis of the population, which is not picked up in the 

intelligence that we already get.  Is there any intelligence that you would like acquired that you 

do not have, which would help make your predictions more accurate?  In other words, 

something which is not such a blunt tool as the census? 

 

John Hollis (Demographic Consultant, GLA):  Well the census is just a one-off every 

ten years, we may not even have another census, who knows. 

 

Tony Arbour (AM):  We may not, you are right. 

 

John Hollis (Demographic Consultant, GLA):  We have got to have some other way of 

monitoring our ongoing relationships, one with another, and the migration is the one we really 

need to get a better handle on.  Goodness knows.  Nearly 40 years ago, I was in a government 

committee that was looking at having a population register. Of course it was not turned down 

for its statistical aspects, it was turned down for other reasons. A population register would be 

wonderful but certain things are perhaps better available in terms of knowing about people who 



 

 

actually come into the country and where they go; that is the big missing link in terms of 

information.  It is a bit speculative as to where people actually are ending up. We have to use 

intuitive secondary information on people with national insurance records, people who are 

joining the health service, and the system is not really joined up, so something is needed that 

can give us a handle on people’s movements into and out of the country. 

 

Now there is a thing called e-Borders, which will do some of that, which will come on stream in 

a few years’ time, but it is still not really going to pick up all of the reasons and the destinations 

I am afraid.  That would help enormously, from a demographic point of view that is the one 

thing. 

 

Tony Arbour (AM):  Does anybody else have any ideas?  I think the one that you did suggest 

to us, Mr Hollis, was the most interesting one; was that people who register with doctors.  It is a 

fact, is it not, if you live near a walk-in centre, you just go in, you do not have to register at all. 

Those of us who have walk-in centres in our constituencies know that these are enormously 

popular, probably with just the kind of people that you have been talking about, who are not 

hitherto picked up. 

 

John Hollis (Demographic Consultant, GLA):  Yes, that is right.  Perhaps new migrants  

from Europe who may not consider themselves long-term stayers might easily use that in cities, 

absolutely right.  Still, about 99% of the population is registered with GPs, so it is a good start, 

and it is a system that is fairly reliable apart from the young men -- 

 

Tony Arbour (AM):  Can I ask you how you know it is 99%? 

 

John Hollis (Demographic Consultant, GLA):  The coverage on the basis of population 

estimates and the number of people who are registered.  Now, whether they are registered at 

the right place is another matter of course, but they are registered. 

 

Tony Arbour (AM):  Does anyone else have any idea where we can pick up some more 

accurate information on population? 

 

Nicky Gavron (Chair):  Not just population, I think, Tony, what we need to know for the 

Mayor and for the revisions of the London Plan is what kind of research we need to undertake, 

because, if we start now, we can do it in time.  Research, facing the challenges, I think not just 

looking at the population figures, but looking at how we are going to accommodate this growth. 

 

Martin Crookston (Urban Economist, London School of Economics):  On question 5, 

which says, “Accurately estimate London’s capacity to absorb growth”, in a sense we have got 

and have had for some years the toolkit, which is urban capacity studies. The staff do those in 

cahoots with the boroughs, they do those, and so that intelligence exists.  What it needs, I 

think, is pushing harder, it needs to be probably more detailed, to turn more stones over and 

see what capacity is.  It also needs to explore, if you like, policy options about what capacity 

really is, some of which you have touched on in the briefing paper.  Do you go into what you 

might call soft land and estimate what the capacity might be there, rather than just vacant and 

derelict?  Do you actually go and look at sites where you might choose to seek out housing 



 

 

capacity because you think it is a more efficient use in terms of London’s future than the uses 

that are on it at the moment?  Not just old rail yards and that kind of thing, but industrial land, 

for example, is it worth a good hard look?  A lot of what we call industrial land is warehousing, it 

is obligingly storing Chinese white goods, it is not creating jobs, it is just holding stuff for 

distribution.  That is a choice we make about land use.  Similarly, retail parks, some of which are 

pretty tired now, the first generation of retail parks; they could be reconfigured to include both 

housing and shopping of a different form.  I think there is a policy dimension to this as well as a 

technical counting the stuff dimension, that more research could be devoted to, to look at 

where, if you did this, what would be the capacity?  If you did that, what would be the 

capacity?  Rather than just going around and saying, we have got X hectares here, multiply that 

by a housing figure, equals that number of housing stock.  I think the two operations need 

doing, not just the one. 

 

Martin Simmons (Regional Planning Consultant, Town and Country Planning 

Association Policy Council):  Can I come in and add to what Martin Crookston has been 

saying on this?  Housing capacity studies have been undertaken since LPAC days. They are 

becoming increasingly sophisticated, in fact, over the years, and, as I understand it, the 

London Plan team is now embarking on a further London-wide housing capacity study. 

 

It is of course for the boroughs to actually do the detailed work on the ground that Martin 

Crookston is talking about. I do know that they have become increasingly sophisticated, in 

doing that, and if you are talking about re-use of industrial land, for example, that has been 

thoroughly gone into in a number of studies.  The Mayor’s team has produced Supplementary 

Planning Guidance on how much industrial land we need to retain for employment reasons and 

how much in fact can be released.  Of course not all industrial land is suitable for housing, 

depending on its location.  We have always had a situation in London where population 

projections - and John will verify this I am sure - for the London Plan are ones that are 

constrained by assessments of housing capacity.  Some of the gross projections that we were 

talking about earlier in fact are, when it comes to the London Plan, conditioned by how much 

housing capacity there is within the greater London boundary, and that will continue to be the 

case. 

 

Coming back to Tony Arbour’s question on what other data sources we need and what other 

research is necessary, we do, as I see it, need a lot more work on housing market analysis.  There 

was an assumption, I think, in the early days of the London Plan, that there was a London-wide 

housing market.  Now, what is happening, it seems to me, and what needs a lot more study and 

a lot more data produced for analysis, is that we now have different housing markets in 

different parts of London.  We have in and around central London, for example, particularly 

along the Thames, what one might call the international housing market, where developers are 

building at high densities and properties being sold to international investors.  Now that is one 

particular market, it seems to me, that we need to disaggregate from the housing markets 

providing homes for Londoners.  If you look at outer London, and here Catriona was making the 

point I think in what she was saying, that the outer London housing market is not constrained 

by the greater London boundary, it spills over into areas surrounding London, particularly in 

counties like Surrey and Hertfordshire and so on. 

 



 

 

What I am saying is that these things need further examination. We need to bring in those that 

are providing housing in both the private sector, social providers and so on, to discuss housing 

market conditions in London and the extent of which house prices in fact are bearing upon that. 

One crucial factor, it seems to me, in the current situation is that the escalation of house prices 

based on land values and so on is pricing large numbers of Londoners out of the housing 

market, which could in fact lead to an increase, and what John was saying earlier about 

movement out, people just saying, “Well we cannot afford to live in London anymore, we need 

to find somewhere where housing is cheaper”.  That is a function of housing land prices in 

London and it is a function of construction costs and so on.  However, the point, I think, to 

come back to in Tony Arbour’s question, is that this is a key area that needs further data 

produced on and further analysis undertaken. 

 

Nicky Gavron (Chair):  That is helpful, is it not?   

 

Tony Arbour (AM):  As a rider to that, I represent the area-- you must live in Elmbridge I 

guess from what you were saying.  The house prices for comparable properties are much lower, 

are they not, in Elmbridge than they are just across the border in Kingston or in Richmond, 

because of the very much better services that are provided in London. Therefore, it is not so 

much land costs that are reflected in that comparison, but the difference in services, which are 

being provided in London or otherwise. 

 

The second question I would like to ask, there is clearly a mismatch between the areas of 

greatest projected population growth in London and those areas which are predicted to provide 

the greatest number of housing units.  How do you deal with that mismatch?  It always used to 

be said in the old days that you should take work to the workers rather than taking workers to 

the work, maybe there is a modern comparison, maybe you should take the people who need 

houses to where the houses are, in other words will you shift them out from prosperous west 

London to -- 

 

Dr Nicholas Falk (Founder Director, URBED):  Can you say a little bit more about where 

you believe the mismatch is greatest? 

 

Tony Arbour (AM):  I believe that the mismatch is greatest in west London where there is not 

a great shortage of work.  In west London that is the area where the fewest houses are likely to 

be provided, whereas in east London there appears to be higher levels of unemployment than in 

the affluent west, but yet it is in east London, the vast bulk of projected housing growth is 

going to come. 

 

Dr Nicholas Falk (Founder Director, URBED):  This may link in with the whole issue of the 

boundaries of London and the attitudes towards the greenbelt, which were touched on.  I have 

done some work in the Colne Valley Regional Park which borders west London. What staggered 

me, spending time looking at the greenbelt, so called, was the miserable state of most of the 

countryside. Far from being the sort of leisure area that you might have expected, it was an 

unknown area with fly-tipping and so on. It struck me that there was scope for significant 

amounts of housing development in areas that would have access to the country and that would 



 

 

be served by either existing or upgraded public transport systems, if one was to get to grips with 

the rigid definition of Greenbelt. 

 

I was talking yesterday with an officer from Redbridge Council, the Acting Planning Director, 

who says that they have redefined the greenbelt to take a significant area out, near Goodmayes, 

which is close to the tube, and which will allow for the sort of planned development that I 

believe is needed.  The same argument could be had in a lot of parts of west London, but it 

needs to be done in a very careful way to avoid even further speculation and inflation of land 

prices, so the chance of paying for the upgraded social and physical infrastructure we are talking 

about gets lost.  In the west London area, at least, there is a need for a distinctly different type 

of planning from the one that we have tended to practice, in the area that Martin [Simmons]  

christened - rather unromantically - the Western Wedge. 

 

Nicky Gavron (Chair):  I just wanted to go back to Martin Crookston.  When you were talking 

about, not just looking at undeveloped land, but looking at land that has other uses on it, and 

perhaps thinking the unthinkable, who do you think should undertake that?  At the end of this, 

we have to frame some suggestions for the GLA, so who do you think should undertake that 

kind of work?  Should it be the Mayor?  Should it be the GLA?  Should it be -- 

 

Martin Crookston (Urban Economist, London School of Economics):  I would have 

thought so, yes.  That is the sort of study that traditionally you give to consultants so that you 

can refute it if it produces the wrong answers.  However, I do think that it would be worth at 

London level asking those questions because the questions are about to what extent would this 

help with meeting the need for capacity and what would be the pros and cons.  You are trying 

to answer that in London terms.  It would be pretty pointless asking the boroughs to follow a 

methodology and labour through it all themselves.  I think this is a strategic issue of the sort 

that you have highlighted in your papers and questions. 

 

Dave Lawrence (Director, Roger Tym and Partners):  On the data side related to that, 

there is the issue of vacancies and utilisations.  We know whether buildings are occupied or not.  

We do not know how under-occupied they are.  Apart from central London where you have 

great vacancy data on office buildings, you cannot get vacancy data on commercial buildings 

throughout the rest of London and that should be monitorable.  Then you would know because 

there is a lot of actually under-utilised stock which you need to factor into your equations as to 

how much you need. 

 

Nicky Gavron (Chair):  Yes, so we need to be looking at estimates for these things? 

 

Dave Lawrence (Director, Roger Tym and Partners):  Yes, I would have thought that ought 

to be monitorable at the borough level. 

 

Nicky Gavron (Chair):  All right.  Have you got anything else to add while you have the floor? 

 

Dave Lawrence (Director, Roger Tym and Partners):  Just as another kind of big data gap 

which is more difficult to do something about, I think, but it is a major one in terms of the 



 

 

spatial development of London is commuting.  The latest data we have on that is the 2001 

Census.  We are not going to get the 2011 one until, what, next year, John? 

 

John Hollis (Demographic Consultant):  I think it is the end of this year. 

 

Dave Lawrence (Director, Roger Tym and Partners):  We do not know where people live.  

We do not know where they work.  Obviously, the way London works, the way the kind of 

housing relationships are, whether the kind of west London/east London balance is right, how 

people move around, you know, that is always something that massively is a gap and would help 

our understanding a lot more if we could understand that better. 

 

Martin Simmons (Regional Planning Consultant, Town and Country Planning 

Association Policy Council):   It is certainly the case that the 2011 Census journey to work 

tables are going to be a very, very valuable source of information when we get them as to what 

changes have occurred over the previous decade in terms of growth of commuting into London 

and so on.  I think, looking at figures that have been produced by the train operating 

companies, there is a significant increase in fact in commuting into London and increasingly that 

is being dominated by flows into central London. Whereas previously some of the outer London 

centres were in fact sources of in commuting from beyond London as well.  A decline in office 

employment in those centres, as has been mentioned, has resulted in less of that but more 

commuting into the centre. 

 

Nicky Gavron (Chair):  What about commuting out into the -- 

 

Martin Simmons (Regional Planning Consultant, Town and Country Planning 

Association Policy Council):  Yes, I was just going to come on to that, actually.  One of the 

things that has been observed over the last couple of decades has been in the growth of 

commuting out particularly from outer London to employment centres in the wider south east.  

The problem with that is that much of it is by car.  There was consideration given, I think, 

Catriona, was there not, in the South East Plan context to how in fact you could have stronger 

centres in the wider region in terms of public transport.  

 

Nicky Gavron (Chair):  Catriona, do you want to come in on that? 

 

Catriona Riddell (Director, Catriona Riddell Associates):  Only really in terms of this issue 

around a strategy, I guess.  One of the things that we are missing and we will miss now because 

we do not have -- ironically, given what we were saying earlier on about London being the real 

source of employment in the country, it is the only city region in the whole country that has no 

governance structures now to manage the city region. 

 

One of the issues, I think, for the south east when we did all this work was, for example, the 

growth up the M4 corridor, what would that look like in 20 years and how you could facilitate 

that growth, so not just relying on what is going to happen anyway but actually how you could 

be proactive.  I think what has happened is in areas where investment in infrastructure has been 

quite heavy, Ebbsfleet Station and all that area around the Thames Gateway as well, has, as far 

as I understand, slowed down considerably now because there is an absence in terms of what is 



 

 

going to happen to it, who has the strategy for that, who knows where we are going with that.  

Places like the M4 corridor have got recent examples where there was a proactive approach to 

trying to encourage a lot of telecommunications around that area and growth around there.  

You now have Nokia who has just moved back into central London away from Berkshire because 

they have said, “Actually, we want to be closer to London.  We want to be closer to connections 

to Heathrow because our market is international.  It is not around Basingstoke.  It is not around 

that sort of Hampshire/Berkshire area”.  I think it has been quite difficult to sort of manage the 

whole package of London and the south east and where it is going without a proactive strategy 

and what you want to do with the area. 

 

I know that sounds as if I am sort of moving back into South East Plans and everything else, but 

it is a fairly farcical situation that we do not have that overarching strategy for the city region to 

say where we want growth and how we can actually, together within London and the local 

authorities on the edge of London, manage that growth in the way that we want rather than 

having to deal with it in a reactive way and deal with capacity issues and things like that. 

 

Nicky Gavron (Chair):  I think that is very helpful.  Do you want to come in? 

 

Andrew Boff (AM):  Is that a kind of recommendation that perhaps the governance structures 

that are in place, the counties and districts and the GLA, should actually be talking more to talk 

about that shared future? 

 

Catriona Riddell (Director, Catriona Riddell Associates):  They are.  As I understand it, a 

duty to co-operate has sort of forced the issue in some ways where officers are now talking 

about it.  My understanding from just feedback is that it is not really going anywhere.  My view 

is that unless you involve the decision makers and the politicians in this, it will not go anywhere 

because the issues are too big and they are too long term.  Greenbelt has been mentioned and it 

is, as we are all aware, highly contentious politically, so any discussion that happens within a 

London forum around, “We cannot absorb capacity within London.  We need to look 

elsewhere”, is automatically going to have the barriers put up. 

 

Without a proper governance structure, we all -- Nicky was involved in SERPLAN (London and 

South East Regional Planning Conference).  I was involved in SERPLAN.  Mark was.  Several of 

us probably were.  However informal or formal you have it, there has to be some governance 

structure there to allow a proper debate and consideration of a long-term future, and that has 

to be at a political level, not at an officer level.  At an officer level, you can do the studies and 

everything else and you can commission studies left, right and centre.  However, without having 

a proper governance structure probably in the way we had with SERPLAN rather than an inter-

regional forum because I think a lot of people felt that was fairly ineffective because it became a 

monitoring body, rather than a body that was actually going to drive forward any sort of joint 

approach to strategy.  There is no forum there to discuss waste infrastructure, transport 

infrastructure, the growth of the city region. 

 

Just before the South East Regional Assembly was abolished, I think we had come to the view 

that the next version of the South East Plan could not go on in the way it was, dealing with 

incremental growth, because a lot of it was tinkering at the edges.  History has told us in the 



 

 

south east that every 20 years or so there needs to be a big step change, whether it was new 

towns or whatever.  Every 20 years or so there needs to be that step change.  The reality where 

we were in the south east was we were getting to that point where there was a recognition that 

we could not continue managing growth in the south east and London in the way that we had 

over the last 20-30 years.  There needed to be some fairly radical discussions around change, 

whether that was building on capacity around HS1, HS2, Crossrail or whatever, but there needed 

to be that discussion.  I think the biggest issue for London is lack of that governance across the 

city-region governance structure. 

 

Andrew Boff (AM):  It is just specifically on the point I find myself simultaneously agreeing 

and disagreeing with you.  Perhaps I can boil this down.  The Mayor has a 2020 Vision for 

London.  Do you think in compiling that 2020 Vision it is possible to do so without involving 

Surrey and Kent? 

 

Catriona Riddell (Director, Catriona Riddell Associates):  No. 

 

Martin Simmons (Regional Planning Consultant, Town and Country Planning 

Association Policy Council):  Just to add to the point, actually, I would draw Members’ 

attention to section 348 of the Greater London Authority Act 1999.  Section 348 deals with the 

Mayor’s duties in relation to the wider region and it does in fact empower the Mayor both to 

inform authorities around London of London’s development needs and to hear from them about 

the issues regarding relationships with London which they have.  Both Mayors, in fact, have not 

been very active in pursuing that legislation.  However, it does seem to me that now, with these 

matters becoming more and more crucial, as Catriona says, that we ought to pay very much 

more attention to it and ask the Mayor why he is not being very much more active in pursuing 

that particular duty in section 348.  I forget what it is in the 2007 version of the Act. 

 

Just to come on to the point, the greater London boundary was of course set up in the early 

1960s and has endured since.  One of the problems we have, as I see it, is that all the data that 

John was talking about, the data for the other regions, is confined to the boundaries of those 

regions.  People do not bother about where the greater London boundary is when they are 

taking decisions about where to live.  The housing and commercial property markets do not take 

account of the greater London boundary in deciding where they are going to build.  They will 

take the site opportunities as they see them irrespective of where the boundary lies.  We do, I 

think, need to reflect on that fact and consider the point that if London has this population 

growth and the housing requirements that stem from it, how much of that can reasonably, in 

terms of capacity, be met within that greater London boundary and how much more in fact is 

going to occur by people moving out? 

 

I am quite confident - and in fact John was saying earlier quite rightly of course - that since the 

recession the numbers of people moving out have gone down sharply.  However, I think there is 

going to be an increasing number of push factors which are going to drive more and more 

people to seek to meet their housing needs outside that greater London boundary.  The 

problem of course is, as Catriona says, we do not have any mechanism for doing that and 

certainly there is no indication that the present Government is prepared to consider anything 

along those lines. 



 

 

 

Coming back to the Mayor’s role in this, as I see it, I do see the potential of using section 348 to 

the Mayor being very much more active than he has been in engaging bodies outside London, 

including the local enterprise partnerships who now have the role of producing growth 

strategies, in discussing how London and the wider south east can interact very much more 

effectively on these matters. 

 

Andrew Boff (AM):  It is wider afield.  To take the point that you said, last month I put a 

question into the Mayor and I asked him when he last met with the leadership of 

Birmingham Council.  He never has.  To be fair to the Mayor, I do not think the previous Mayor 

had, either.  My concern is that while we plan in those boundaries without having a 

conversation, we are going to end up having the wrong kind of plan because we are dependent 

upon all those bodies around us as far afield as Birmingham and in fact Manchester.  If we do 

not start having those conversations, then we are going to end up with a not altogether joined-

up vision of what the future is going to be. 

 

Valerie Shawcross CBE (AM):  I wanted to argue a little bit on this one because I think it is 

time we had an argument, Martin.  I am interested in transport and you are focusing there on 

the issue of the compact city really in terms of its relation to the boundaries.  I just wanted to 

put it to you that perhaps it was the issue of a lack of control over the key elements of the 

transport infrastructure that created a problem.  If we are looking for whether the compact city 

model intensifies around the transport nodes and make more efficient use of our land, whether 

or not that has worked or not, it is pretty clear that London has not had control within the 

planning framework of the key element of National Rail infrastructure. Actually the National Rail 

infrastructure we have at the moment economically favours long-distance commuting and that 

the best value in terms of Londoners and in terms of maximising the value of that infrastructure 

for London has not been achieved precisely because it has not been aligned with the 

London Plan. We have a transport infrastructure which could actually deliver far more internal 

commuting and make higher densities much more viable within London if we were able to invest 

in it properly and control it.  Rather than geography being the issue, that crucial piece of 

infrastructure which is out of our reach is the problem.  Already we see arguments going on 

about the interests of Kent commuters versus the interests of London commuters but actually, 

in terms of sustainability, my argument would be we could have delivered a much better 

sustainable London had we been able to invest and control that infrastructure.  Do you want to 

argue on that one?  

 

Martin Simmons (Regional Planning Consultant, Town and Country Planning 

Association Policy Council):  I certainly have every sympathy with Val’s point.  TfL, as I 

understand it, is seeking to have much more influence over some of the near commuter routes 

that come in from outside London.  I know in the case of commuter routes that come in through 

south London through East Croydon, for example, some of those routes from places like 

Caterham or Tattenham Corner in Surrey or near Surrey, in fact TfL is seeking to extend its 

franchising out, so to integrate those services with those within London.  Of course, 

London Overground, which seems to be a great success in fact in terms of improving equality of 

service on lines like the North London line, Barking, Gospel Oak and so on, that kind of concept 

seems to me to be capable of being rolled out further. 



 

 

 

Valerie Shawcross CBE (AM):  It is not just the geographical spread, Martin, we are talking 

about, is it?  It is the fact that in Treasury cost-benefit terms, a short commute within inner 

London is considered as less value than a longer distance commute.  I would have thought, in 

environmental terms and urban planning terms, actually we ought to be favouring the shorter 

distance commutes. 

 

Dr Nicholas Falk (Founder Director, URBED):  The whole issue of how you deal with 

suburban transport would be a good area to explore because it has been a poor relation of the 

Intercity routes probably since Chris Green [Director, Network South East] left.  The upgrading 

of the line out of Paddington presents huge opportunities because once it is not only electrified 

but resignalled you would be able to run a very different train service along it.  There is an issue 

that we would probably have too many small trains for our safety, but there are lots of places 

which effectively the Great Western was never interested in stopping at and nobody has ever 

thought about rethinking the role they could play.  As I say, once you get the ability to run a 

more frequent service, you could reconfigure the way it operates.  Already huge investment has 

taken place in Reading you have probably seen which is a major growth point..  People in 

Oxford where I have been working are very surprised at how the growth in high-tech jobs has 

really all been taking place in Reading and Slough.  I think you will find if you go to Paddington 

a lot of people in the morning are just getting out at Reading or some at Slough. 

 

It seems to me that what you are suggesting perhaps is what would call for a different form of 

planning, one that starts by looking at strategic bits of infrastructure, the opportunities to 

integrate that with more local forms to get people out of their cars to reduce the congestion in 

the outer London suburbs.  It is as much a management issue as a planning issue.  The finance 

needs to be tapped but you could tap that by tapping into the land values. 

 

Valerie Shawcross CBE (AM):  Martin Crookston earlier on talked about the patchiness of the 

development in London, the fact that there are still areas in London where land use is pretty 

inefficient.  I was thinking earlier on about the huge swathes of supermarket car parks that there 

are in the centre of Peckham, so the compact city model is delivered more in some areas than in 

others.  However, before you start thinking about should the corset be opened up and we start 

spilling onto the green land, would it not be better in policy terms to be directing transport 

infrastructure towards those areas of very inefficient development within London?  You could 

make Croydon more lively by linking it better to Heathrow.  You could do much more to link the 

housing developments in east London into employment opportunities around London.  Would 

that not be a better model than revising our planning approaches to allow development out into 

green land? 

 

Martin Crookston (Urban Economist, London School of Economics):  Sorry, I just think 

that the question as correctly posed by your papers is: would that be enough?  I think we do not 

know the answer to that.  I am very much in sympathy with that approach, as you would expect. 

I think it is right to say can we squeeze a lot more efficiency both out of the land and out of the 

transport system in that way?  But I think the papers here are saying, as I think 

Councillor Arbour’s question was implying: do we have a mismatch and, as we have gone on to 

say, does that mismatch also spread out into the wider area?  I think it does. 



 

 

 

One of our big problems down the east Thames corridor as it was 20 years ago, then the 

Thames Gateway, there is quite a lot of supply and not enough demand.  That is part of the 

London metropolitan economy but it is outside the borders, so you are back to the questions 

that Catriona was debating.  I do not think the transport answers themselves -- I like your 

attempt to provoke a discussion about it but I think we can all agree with what you are saying.  

That is the trouble.  We are still left saying, if you wanted to do that in an area where you want 

to deliver the results, what is the administrative mechanism by which you would achieve the 

consensus to do it? 

 

Dr Nicholas Falk (Founder Director, URBED):  Strategic spatial planning is not about having 

a huge discussion with everyone.  It is about focusing on the areas where there are the 

possibilities for sustainable developments through making better use of existing infrastructure.  

The one that I gave a lot of time to was the Harlow expansion.  Harlow is next to Stansted.  It 

makes a lot of sense probably to use Stansted to its full capacity.  The railway service will be 

upgraded.  Harlow has never really reached its full potential and is about 70,000 in population1.  

There is the scope to increase it by half into north Harlow.  It does require, unfortunately, east 

Hertfordshire to change its policies.  That what I mean by a strategic issue.  If you come down 

the line you can see a series of more modest opportunities as well. 

 

Harlow should not be seen as outside London.  The people who live there came out of Hackney.  

Stansted is rightly promoted as a London airport.  I recommend looking at these corridors where 

you can increase activity and make a better return from existing infrastructure.  I am sure 

Roger Tym would agree with that.  You will find that if you actually focus on them, often the 

constraints that people think there are on growth are not as real as they first thought.  However, 

there is not that mechanism because no developer will really spend time, certainly now, in 

looking at all the complicated issues, whether you can resolve the sewerage issues or the cross-

boundary disputes. 

 

One could learn a lot from the way strategic planning is done in Paris.  What impressed me 

about Paris where you have really innovative developments, say by BNP Paribas, was they said, 

“We are doing this because we have confidence in the plan because the plan has designated this 

area and we can see this transport is being upgraded so we are doing a mixed-use development, 

zero carbon effectively”, etc.  The whole thing worked together, the planning, the investment, 

the transport, in a way that it does not seem to bethe case  in London. 

 

Valerie Shawcross CBE (AM):  Paris has a 25-year transport settlement, so they are able to 

manipulate land values within the city because they can confidently improve, intensify, repair 

and extend their transport system within a proper framework.  Therefore you are agreeing with 

my point, really, which is if we had fuller control of the transport infrastructure within London, 

we could do much more to deliver on the compact city model. 

 

Dr Nicholas Falk (Founder Director, URBED):  Yes, but I still think there will be areas which 

will be seen as green.  Nobody really ever suggested that all the needs could be found just on 

                                                 
1 Following the Committee meeting, Dr Nicholas Falk clarified the population of Harrow to be 82,000 



 

 

brownfields.  We have achieved much more than was ever forecast and I do think certain bits of 

green field need to be brought into consideration and some of those would be in the greenbelt. 

 

Nicky Gavron (Chair):  Can I just come in?  I just want to say I would really like someone to 

talk about the capacity in the masses and masses, still, of brownfield land we have, masses and 

masses, swathes and swathes.  The Mayor has alone the equivalent of five Hyde Parks just 

housing land, let alone looking at what Martin is talking about.  He has swathes of industrial 

land which may not be good for industry anymore.  There are pockets of land all over London.  

Surely we should be looking at those.  I think it needs what Val is talking about, too, because 

people will need to -- 

 

Dr Nicholas Falk (Founder Director, URBED):  Not necessarily.  Just because they were old 

industrial land does not mean to say that people will necessarily want to live there, or that one 

can overcome the costs at an economic level.  The failure of Ebbsfleet really to take off, Land 

Securities commissioned a masterplan but precious little has been built because the values are 

just not high enough, even though in that case there is an awful lot of infrastructure.  In my 

view the sort of planning that is needed is not just a sort of calculation of population and land 

availability and capacity.  That is the old style.  One has to understand the economics of 

development in what is effectively a world recession.  If you want to resolve these issues rather 

than have theoretical answers, you will be looking at the economics of different opportunities.  

Some of that must mean taking some green fields into development. 

 

Nicky Gavron (Chair):  You would be building in the west on green fields and not -- 

 

Dr Nicholas Falk (Founder Director, URBED):  Particularly I think in the west where, as I 

suggested earlier, there are areas of greenbelt that are so dismal that if one was to turn them 

into housing, one could then spend money on, say, insulating them from the noise of the M25 

and spend money on improving access to the countryside generally. 

 

Catriona Riddell (Director, Catriona Riddell Associates):  Could I come in at that point 

actually because I defend the greenbelt, but I think we also need to rethink what our definition 

of sustainability is.  Yes, the compact city ten years ago was the answer to sustainability but I 

think it has matured since then and it is much more about quality of life.  Ten years ago we were 

saying, “We cannot leapfrog the greenbelt.  We need to build in the greenbelt because it is not 

sustainable to leapfrog the greenbelt”.  Why is it not sustainable to travel by train from Reading 

into London because you are travelling by train?  You may be travelling a long distance but you 

are not travelling in a suburban area in lots of cars because they do not have the public 

transport. 

 

It is not just about transport.  It is about affordability in terms of the cost of housing.  It is about 

access to countryside.  It is about access to services.  Sustainability is much wider, I think, than it 

was debated ten years ago.  If you have the approach to the compact city -- and I agree with 

you.  I think there needs to be more to be done within London itself in terms of transport, but I 

do also think you need to think about the Harlow corridors and the corridors that the 

London Plan was beginning to start thinking about in terms of -- the Brighton line is the other 

one, the sort of Croydon-Brighton line.  What more could be done there?  What more could be 



 

 

done for High Speed 1?  When it was first opened up, the expectations were that considerably 

more people would live down in places like Dover than is actually happening.  The reason that is 

not happening is because it is too expensive for them to live down there and travel on High 

Speed 1.  We have lots of issues around the fact that you can build more, you can get probably 

better transport in London, but it is not an either/or.  You have to look elsewhere. 

 

The greenbelt, I think, whether it is rubbish bits of greenbelt or not is totally and utterly 

irrelevant.  The greenbelt around London has been sustained and it has done probably more 

than anything to help the compact city approach.  However, if we do not have a managed 

approach to developing the London city region, you will end up with a fragmented greenbelt.  

You will end up with the area inside the M25 fragmented.  The greenbelt which probably still 

fulfils the most fundamental greenbelt purpose will be lost because it will get eaten away bit by 

bit because of the pressures. 

 

I guess what I am advocating is there needs to be a managed approach to development of the 

greater London area, not just London itself but the city region.  Otherwise, the policy areas, the 

bits that actually matter, will be lost. 

 

Valerie Shawcross CBE (AM):  But the argument I think I am making is, if we have not really 

given you a chance to maximise the compact city model within London, you are in danger of 

lazily allowing development into the greenbelt which might not be needed.  I am not saying you 

do not want to --- regional management.  I am saying we are not there yet in terms of 

delivering ---- 

 

Catriona Riddell (Director, Catriona Riddell Associates):  Yes, I agree with you totally.  

However you cannot do one and then the other.  They have to be done together because they 

are very, very long-term approaches. 

 

Valerie Shawcross CBE (AM):  But the argument I would have against you, Catriona, on why 

it is not sustainable to have long distance transport because many are essentially commuting 

into London and within London, we have huge competition for resources and constraints on our 

inner city transport infrastructure.  The train stations are all chock full.  There are not any more 

platforms unless you build more.  The competition between faster long distance trains and 

shorter commuter trains along very limited track infrastructure is intense, so there is a cost to 

inner city residents of allowing more extensive development further out in terms of the use of 

the transport infrastructure. 

 

Catriona Riddell (Director, Catriona Riddell Associates):  I agree totally.  What I am saying 

is that you have to look at that cost with the cost of the people who are living on the edge 

because I think, as a market area in the London market, I guess the point Martin was making is, 

you cannot look at London in isolation.  You cannot look at the cost for people living in the 

inner London areas in isolation to the cost for people that are being forced to live outside of 

London because they cannot afford to live in London but they still have to work in London.  I 

am just saying you have to look at it as a city region, the impact, sustainability on the city 

region, rather than just on the compact city as such. 

 



 

 

Martin Simmons (Regional Planning Consultant, Town and Country Planning 

Association Policy Council):  Can I come in on that to say a word about, within the compact 

city agenda, densification of the suburbs?  This is coming up now with people saying that, if 

London is going to meet this population growth, there will have to be very much more higher 

density development taking place in outer London.  Very importantly, one can focus on the 

locations, the centres that Nicholas talked about, having very high public transport accessibility 

and notably of course Croydon is the case in point.  It is very interesting to see what is 

happening in Croydon now with things like the reconfiguration of the Nestlé building into 

apartments alongside, as Steve O’Connell [AM] says, new forms of office development that 

meet 21st century needs rather than those of the 1960s and 1970s.  There is great potential, it 

seems to me, at those nodes of high transport accessibility. 

 

However, a very different issue arises if you are talking about the great swathes of residential 

suburban London where quality of life is very highly prized and interfering with that seems to 

me to be something that would affect that quality of life, in fact to the extent that it does cause 

people to think about moving outside London to where they can retain that quality. 

 

This relates to another point.  I was looking at the latest London Plan Annual Monitoring Report 

the other day.  It was published in March.  A very significant statistic in terms of the types of 

housing that have been provided in London is thrown up by that.  Something like over 80%, I 

think it is, of all the housing that has been provided in recent years in London has been in the 

form of flats and largely one and two-bedroom flats.  A lot of the development opportunities 

that we are seeing -- in Len’s patch we have Greenwich Peninsula where there are enormous 

quantities of flatted development in fact being planned and granted planning permission.  The 

market in London for various economic reasons is taking that form.  What we are not getting is 

anything like sufficient provision of three, four and five-bedroom family housing.  To the extent 

that that is not being provided in London, of course, it is going to be sought outside London.  

That is a key issue, it seems to me, which is going to have to be faced up to now, this 

dominance of housing provision in London being in the form of relatively small flats at high 

density and a very great shortage of family housing in both the public and private sectors being 

provided. 

 

Nicky Gavron (Chair):  Just to come in, that chimes with what John Hollis was saying and I 

think I have read it.  Households are actually getting larger.  The demand is not only any longer 

for these -- 

 

John Hollis (Demographic Consultant):    Households have got larger over the decade, but 

in fact in terms of the anticipated growth in households, they are actually mostly smaller ones.  

Childless families, for instance, lone parents with one child, so probably two thirds of the 

increase expected is likely to be of two or maximum three people. 

 

Nicky Gavron (Chair):  OK.  That is useful to know. 

 

Dave Lawrence (Director, Roger Tym and Partners):  However, if you did provide larger 

four or five-bedroom homes in London, I can predict that very rapidly they would get converted 



 

 

into smaller dwellings.  Inner London was full of large family homes and they got subdivided 

back into flats because that is what the market can provide better. 

 

Navin Shah (Deputy Chair):  On the issue of family-sized accommodation, is it not true that 

London has a special case in terms of its diversity and, given the composition of communities 

that we have, there is that special demand and need for larger family accommodation, whether 

it is inner London areas or outer London?  That is where we have a lot of small-sized flats and 

accommodation but the demand for whether private or social rented homes with larger sizes has 

not been made. That is a challenge we currently have and I expect that to be continuing for 

quite a reasonable time in the future. 

 

Martin Crookston (Urban Economist, London School of Economics):    Yes, I think that is 

absolutely right. 

 

Nicky Gavron (Chair):  These are not families on the whole that can just up sticks and buy 

somewhere outside London.  These are families that rent.  I know you are saying, Martin, they 

will be driven out, but it is back to your issue about different housing markets, I guess.  

 

Andrew Boff (AM):  There are obviously economic incentives here because if the landlord is 

going to get four amounts of rent rather than one amount of rent, then they are going to go for 

it.  We saw that happen in the 1970s and 1980s throughout London where family housing, 

because planning was weak at that time, planning committees were weak and allowed 

subdivision and the consequence was that we got some rather poor quality flats as a result of it.  

However, that does not really help us for the future because we have learned from that mistake 

and hopefully planning authorities will not allow subdivision, to take up Mr Lawrence’s point.  

Hopefully they will not allow subdivision. 

 

What kind of economic incentives can there be to build?  You are pretty much preaching to the 

choir in terms of the Assembly recognising that we need an awful lot more family houses in 

London.  What economic incentives can be provided for people to develop those?  Obviously 

with council-based housing we can build what size we like, but the economic incentives do not 

appear to be there.  If you have the answer, you win a prize. 

 

Dr Nicholas Falk (Founder Director, URBED):  The key to it all is getting hold of land values 

because that is the major cost particularly in London.  This requires, as I have been suggesting, a 

different form of planning where one is much more proactive, probably involving joint ventures.  

For example, I am working for a joint venture in Oxford between Grosvenor Development and 

Oxford City Council.  They are throwing the land in and it adjoins an existing housing estate.  I 

think that sort of approach can begin to crack the problem of making family housing more 

affordable. 

 

I was really impressed, as I have suggested several times, by the different approach that we saw 

in Paris with the public-private partnership, very much local authority led with partnerships 

which initially involved the railways so they were not just looking for their pound of flesh but 

looking for the scheme as a whole to be successful. 

 



 

 

If I may have one small advertisement, we are planning an event on 28 June on Getting to Paris 

in a series we started on Getting to Copenhagen: Living Suburbs.  We are aiming to bring across 

people who really understand how the French system works but who speak English well - which 

is more and more the case - to try and get to understand how the system works differently.  

Though there are many faults with France, and Paris in particular, there is no doubt there has 

been much more investment in new infrastructure, in trams, extending the metros and so on, 

but linked to bringing back into use derelict industrial areas.  They have the same problems.  

They also have to an even greater extent the problem of social exclusion and riots.  If we spent a 

little bit more time learning from Paris and a little less time looking towards New York, we might 

actually make greater progress. 

 

Nicky Gavron (Chair):  Has the investment been mainly by the state? 

 

Dr Nicholas Falk (Founder Director, URBED):  No, not at all.  The key thing you have to 

understand is the role of the Caisse des Dépôts.  Effectively, they have got beyond the rather 

silly public-private division we have in looking at finance in the UK. There is much more finance 

coming in which would be treated as private finance.  It is loan finance and so it is not on the 

books, if you like, as public debt.  The Caisse des Dépôts, which functions as the French 

national infrastructure bank, also financed 133,000 social housing units. It operates on a much 

bigger scale but they will be investing in a lot of the upfront land reclamation, putting in 

sustainable infrastructure and so on.  They have experts in those fields who are able to assess 

the projects.  However, they are able to do so, in a way, because there is a clear plan which 

identifies the zones d’aménagement concerté [special planning districts] for regeneration or 

development.  I could go on. 

 

The lovely thing about Paris I found is not only do many planners now they speak English 

perfectly but they can explain the system in a very short time, whereas I think if anyone ever 

tried to explain how the British system works, they would be there for days and people would 

still argue about whether one explained it properly.  Anyway, we probably do not have the time 

now, but there are different ways of doing things.  Every European city takes a different 

approach from the way we do things in Britain.  They all take an approach which is very similar 

and it may be now we have lost faith in our banks.  Up till now everyone said, “The City of 

London, they know everything.  Just go to them”.  Now that we have lost faith in them, it may 

be time to look at the different ways that things are done in order to produce more sustainable 

housing and to get a modal shift away from the car into public transport might pay off. 

 

Andrew Boff (AM):  I think, Chair, going on about social housing and linking Paris at the same 

time is probably not good promotion for Paris.  It is not a good promotion for Paris to link social 

housing, bearing in mind their habit of building banlieues [city outskirts typically with high 

unemployment and high rates of social housing], they have carried on building them and their 

social isolation is much, much worse than London. 

 

Dr Nicholas Falk (Founder Director, URBED):  There are some appalling mistakes that have 

been made, yes.  In no way am I trying to set up a beauty parade.  All I am saying is that I think 

if you look at the way things are being done at the moment, particularly with the plan for Le 



 

 

Grand Paris and so on, no doubt they have learned a lot from us.  However, I think that there 

may be elements of the mechanisms -- 

 

Andrew Boff (AM):  If planning for the middle classes was -- 

 

Nicky Gavron (Chair):  What I do think we can take from this, Andrew, though, is that we are 

not going to meet these population challenges unless we come up with some different and 

innovative forms of funding and financing.  One of the things the rest of Europe is not 

constrained by is the public sector borrowing requirement.  They came out of it at the end of 

1970s and this country stayed in it.  It was imposed by the International Monetary Fund (IMF) 

and I think we need to look at that because that is how you pump-prime private investment in 

infrastructure from the public sector.  That is what they do. 

 

Dr Nicholas Falk (Founder Director, URBED):  We will be changing our accounting 

mechanisms to be in line with Europe in two or three years’ time, so the Treasury’s iron grip on 

things will have to dissolve.  You would expect a city like London to be leading in showing how 

to create new mechanisms.  There is certainly enough talent around and it would be very good, 

if in this review of the plan you did not just do more of the same but you also started thinking 

about mechanisms for cracking these problems of high risk and high land values. 

 

Nicky Gavron (Chair):  While we are on this, we have two areas just to wrap up.  On that one, 

if there is anything else people want to throw into the pot on funding, financing, innovative 

mechanisms for meeting the challenges?  The other thing is there is a question here about 

alternative approaches. We have talked a bit about the greenbelt and we have talked a bit about 

the outer metropolitan area.  I am just wondering if there are other things people want to say in 

this last ten minutes. 

 

John Hollis (Demographic Consultant):   Can I say one thing about the duty to co-operate 

that was mentioned earlier and Nicholas mentioned about moving into Harlow and such.  I have 

worked with a number of local authorities around London recently and looked at what they are 

trying to do, and they are trying to restrict rather than to expand.  They have the basis of the 

last few years when they did not get Londoners coming in, in the numbers they had before, so 

their own forecasts are in a sense reduced.  Therefore, when they come up with their local plans, 

the GLA should certainly be there representing the GLA side. A number of local plans in other 

parts of the country have already been rejected by the Planning Inspectorate simply because 

they have not co-operated adequately with their neighbours to look at the wider nature of their 

area. I think that is something which ought to be done in any case. 

 

Catriona Riddell (Director, Catriona Riddell Associates):  Can I just add to that?  I have 

been advising some local authorities on the edge of London who already have adopted local 

plans but are considering reviewing. They are now all stopping their reviews because they are so 

reliant on the London aspect and they cannot engage with London in the way that they need to 

because, again, I will use the Surrey example.  Surrey has never had to consume its own smoke 

in terms of the demographics.  In Regional Planning Guidance 9 (RPG9) or the South East Plan, 

it has always been accepted because of that 70 per cent greenbelt.  It does not have to 

consume its own smoke.  It is now in a situation where every local authority is being expected to 



 

 

consume its own smoke and if it does not it has to have a very, very good argument for not 

meeting its natural growth.  That is more for the demographic growth within the actual borough 

but also the in-migration as well.   

 

One local authority, for example, very close to London has now put on hold its local plan review 

because 40 per cent of its needs will come from London.  It has never had to argue and it has 

always been accepted before that it does not have to absorb all of that because of greenbelt 

and other constraints. However, it is now in a situation where it does have to have an argument 

for that and the local authority is struggling to engage with London and its near neighbours in 

London to have that sort of discussion in terms of the duty to co-operate.  Therefore it will fail 

the duty to co-operate not because it does not want to engage but because, if it does engage, 

the arguments are going to be too difficult without having it done on a much bigger area.  It is a 

duty to co-operate issue for every local authority around London.  They are really struggling 

with it.  Quite often the argument from the outer London boroughs is that they do not have to 

worry about it because they have the London Plan.  It is the only statutory strategic plan left in 

the country.  As far as they are concerned, all of that is dealt with through the London Plan, so 

they do not have to engage with the outer London boroughs.  The duty to co-operate has 

caused probably more problems than anything else in the new system. This will just get worse 

and worse and worse, especially if Harlow and all the other local authorities on the edge of 

London just stop planning. 

 

Nicky Gavron (Chair):  The other thing is there are not any targets any longer, are there? 

 

Catriona Riddell (Director, Catriona Riddell Associates):  No. 

 

Nicky Gavron (Chair):  When you had strategic planning outside of London or regional 

planning, you had targets for housing.  Now there are not any, so why should they build? 

 

Catriona Riddell (Director, Catriona Riddell Associates):  You had a benchmark and this is 

with the regional spatial strategy (RSS) now gone or just about gone.  The Planning 

Inspectorate is really struggling because they have no benchmark now.  Therefore, an inner 

London authority which is greenbelt, how do they decide how much that local authority should 

deliver in terms of housing when in the past that decision has been made in a much wider 

context? 

 

Nicky Gavron (Chair):  It is a very interesting point you make.  

 

Martin Crookston (Urban Economist, London School of Economics):  Nicky, can I come 

in on a different -- were you asking for any extra points? 

 

Nicky Gavron (Chair):  Yes, I am.  Other points on ways to further the compact city, 

alternatives to the compact city, innovative mechanisms, financing, tackling the challenges. 

 

Martin Crookston (Urban Economist, London School of Economics):  This is more of a 

question.  It is sort of taking us back to question 1 and the bullet that is underneath it which is 

about -- 



 

 

 

Nicky Gavron (Chair):  The blip? 

 

Martin Crookston (Urban Economist, London School of Economics):  -- is it a blip.  We 

have talked quite a lot about the numbers and what they tell us. John gave a very good 

exposition of the main drivers of the processes, if you like, in population terms.  What I do not 

think we have a narrative about - I mean we globally - London at the moment is: what are and 

were the drivers?  In the 1990s it was all finance and business services.  That was the leading 

sector and it was towing the rest of the London economy.  We are not quite so sure about that 

now but growth has been roaring on.  What are the actual drivers between -- what are people 

coming in to do, the migrants?  What are Londoners getting jobs as?  What will they be doing in 

the 20-year time span that you are talking about here?  That, I think, is not quite in the 

narrative.  The narrative is mostly about here is what the trend was doing.  Let us project it 

forward and look at those figures.  I think we need a bit more nuance around what it is London 

is doing to -- 

 

Nicky Gavron (Chair):  I think it is a very good point.  This is the beginning of a discussion, 

not the end of it.  How will Londoners be earning their living is a very good point. 

 

Martin Crookston (Urban Economist, London School of Economics):  This is a long-term 

piece of planning we are doing here, so it is not about -- 

 

Nicky Gavron (Chair):  The London Plan also underscored the population, overscored the 

employment figures, and there is nothing like as many people employed.  There are not as many 

jobs as there was going to be.  You are talking about the blip now, are you not, how far that is 

going to continue? 

 

Martin Crookston (Urban Economist, London School of Economics):  I think one wants to 

go beyond the kind of post-2008 depression and the recovery period, however long that takes, 

and say, “What is actually going on with the economic structure of London and how does that 

affect these various sets of numbers that we are looking at?”  Otherwise, we are in danger of 

just making a variety of arguments about trend-based planning.  Do we project?  Do we take a 

longer-term trend and traject it slightly lower?  Fine.  They are worth exploring as alternatives.  

However, I think I would like to understand more.  I do not know if David [Lawrence] has any 

thoughts on this.  What are the economic drivers that we can expect will be pulling people in, 

will be keeping people occupied and so on over the next two decades? 

 

Martin Simmons (Regional Planning Consultant, Town and Country Planning 

Association Policy Council):  Just to follow this up, Nicky, if I may, I think what Martin is 

arguing for is really something which certainly resonates with me in the way in which a future 

review of the London Plan is undertaken.  I would very much support - and in fact some of us 

raised this in 2009 when the existing London Plan was being put together - a scenario approach 

to look at alternatives both demographic, in terms of employment, in terms of investment in 

transport and other infrastructure, and of course in terms of the relationship between London 

and its wider region.  There are a number of alternatives that could be conceived and very 

meaningfully debated, it seems to me.  It would be a question of constructing some worthwhile 



 

 

scenarios and then setting up a process of engagement to debate them before, in fact, the 

Mayor settles on the precise way in which the London Plan should be taken forward.  That 

seems to me to be something that I for one, and I guess some support from other panel 

members, would urge you to press for in terms of the way in which the review of the 

London Plan - which I think the Mayor is envisaging for next year - is going to be undertaken. 

 

Nicky Gavron (Chair):  That is one of the things.  That is a very good recommendation that we 

would like to take forward, which is to look at scenario planning.  That request was turned down 

when the Mayor was undertaking the replacement London Plan, although virtually every 

stakeholder wanted scenario planning.   

 

Dave Lawrence (Director, Roger Tym and Partners):  Just picking up on the point Martin 

made, we have not spoken much about the economy today, actually, and that is really the 

reason.  The migration factor is essentially demand driven.  It is relative demand.  London is the 

most competitive city in both the UK and internationally.  There is this relative position of 

London as a competitive, successful city.  That is what is going to keep it there and that is what 

is going to keep people coming.  If you do not want to sustain that level of growth, then you try 

and cut off its success and make it a less successful city.  If you want to sustain that level of 

growth, you will continue to get this kind of growth because if it performs better because it has 

the offer in terms of businesses, education, culture, etc, which is why people want to come here, 

then it will continue. 

 

Just a thought.  If you were approaching this as a business rather than a council and you saw 

those projections of growth, your view would be that that is a really strong trend projection.  

How do we invest to fund that to get the revenue stream from that?  That would be the way to 

look at it. 

 

Martin Crookston (Urban Economist, London School of Economics): Can I have one last 

thing that you should look at for capacity?  That is RAF Northolt.  The biggest piece of 

underused land in London, I think.  Tell them to go to Elstree and build a new suburb there with 

family housing. 

 

Valerie Shawcross CBE (AM):  Yes, it is underused. 

 

Nicky Gavron (Chair):  It is.  That is quite right.  That is a very helpful tip.  We are not going 

to look at trend-based planning in the same way. 

 

Dr Nicholas Falk (Founder Director, URBED):  If you are looking at pieces of work, I think 

looking at how regional planning is done in some other places from which one might learn 

would be useful. 

 

May I suggest two examples?  One is the Øresund region.  The fact that two countries have 

collaborated and two cities, Malmö and Copenhagen, which now work together as one should 

show that, if you can work across country boundaries, one should be able to deal with issues like 

Harlow.  That would be the first thing.  I think it is a model for how to achieve a high quality 

region.  The second is a British planner who works as the Strategic Planner in Helsinki. The TEN 



 

 

Group on its study there was really intrigued by how they plan Helsinki even in relationship to 

cities in Russia, so that would be another example. 

 

I just feel that though I love the idea of a compact city, we have really gone beyond it.  We are 

really talking about polycentric cities with very different sort of patterns of relationships.  I 

accept the need to understand much more about movement but in my view, even if you had all 

the figures, it still would not necessarily change our views.  I would forget about waiting for 

Godot and the Census and just simply start by thinking how do places work from what we know 

and how do they do things differently in places which appear to have cracked problems that we 

think are important?  There seem to be common sense ways forward and they are not very hard 

to replicate.  They just require the will to do it and I would hope you might have it. 

 

John Hollis (Demographic Consultant):  Some information that we might actually gather to 

help, something which I always was asking the boroughs to do when I was here, was a new 

housing development survey.  Who is coming to what kind of homes?  The new homes are 

easier to survey because you know you have a new place.  What size of homes are people going 

to?  Why are they moving to that area?  All those background details and, in parallel to that, 

some kind of a view of who is moving to second-hand homes and what has caused their 

requirements to be met in those particular places and in those particular ways. 

 

Nicky Gavron (Chair):  Any other comments?  Thank you very, very much.  This is only the 

beginning of a dialogue.  We have to go on having these discussions and we will surely have you 

back when we are looking at scenarios and debating other issues.  Thank you very much for all 

your time and your expertise. 


