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London Assembly (Plenary) Extraordinary Meeting – 3 September 2013 

 

Transcript of Agenda Item 4: Revised Early Minor Alterations to the London Plan 

 

 

Darren Johnson (Chair):  The purpose of today’s meeting is for the Assembly to formally 

receive and, in accordance with section 42B of the Greater London Authority (GLA) Act 1999 

(as amended), consider its response to the Revised Early Minor Alterations (REMA) to the 

London Plan. 

  

Can I therefore welcome to today’s meeting our guests from the GLA: Sir Edward Lister, Deputy 

Mayor for Planning; Richard Blakeway, Deputy Mayor for Housing, Land and Property; Stewart 

Murray, Assistant Director of Planning and Richard Linton, Principal Strategic Planner. 

 

My opening question to Sir Edward: could you set out the aims and objectives of the Revised 

Early Minor Alterations to the London Plan, as laid before the Assembly, and how the alterations 

address the issues raised by the Inspector, the Assembly and the changes to national policy. 

 

Sir Edward Lister (Deputy Mayor for Planning):  Thank you, Darren.  Before I do could I 

just also introduce Jennifer Peters who is a senior strategic planner within the team.  Depending 

upon the question, we might want to swap one of the people here on the front bench, so to 

speak, with her.  It depends upon the line of questioning and how it goes.  I hope that is 

acceptable to you. 

 

To answer your questions: firstly, the aims and objectives of REMA.  The early alterations to the 

plan are really unfinished business from the London Plan published in 2011 and they intended 

to do three things.  Firstly, to bring the plan into conformity with the National Planning Policy 

Framework (NPPF) and, as you will see in a minute or I hope you will, it is largely in conformity 

and in fact we have once or twice joked that the NPPF was in conformity with the London Plan 

because the two are so close.  Secondly, to prepare the ground for more substantial alterations 

which we want to bring forward early next year and those alterations will be to address the 

needs of London for the next two decades.  This is very much the minor document.  The big one 

will be early next year. 

 

When the London Plan was published back in July 2011, the Government was still revealing the 

details of its affordable homes policy and, because of that, it was not possible to refer to any of 

the changes that may take place.  On that basis and on a commitment by the Mayor [of 

London, Boris Johnson] to the Secretary of State [for Communities and Local Government, Eric 

Pickles MP] that he would revise the plan in the light of those changes, the Secretary of State 

agreed to formally sign off the plan.  Today we are making good that commitment to the 

Secretary of State. 

 

These London Plan alterations have three broad objectives: to make the Plan published in 2011 

conform fully with the NPPF and, therefore, it becomes, to all intents and purposes, the London 



 

 

expression of the NPPF; to align the Plan with the Government’s affordable housing policy and 

objectives and to achieve consistency across the housing strategy which is a requirement of the 

GLA Act; and, thirdly, to incorporate revised cycle parking standards and that is following some 

research that has recently been done by Transport for London. 

 

The REMA sets out to address these aims through a series of minor amendments to existing 

policies and their accompanying justifications and it is important, I do stress, that these are 

minor.  Of the plan’s 121 policies, only 12 are proposed for alteration together with the 

consequential changes to the paragraphs and the justifying text.  Nothing new is being 

introduced and I think it is probably helpful if I set out briefly how we arrived at this point. 

 

We began in November 2011 under the old rules and we carried out preliminary consultations 

with yourselves and with the GLA Group.  That was followed by a wider consultation with the 

public and statutory consultees.  Then in March 2012 the Government published the NPPF and 

audits fully reflect this.  These alterations were again revised and REMA was subject to another 

round of consultation.  Then last November a short Examination in Public was held here in City 

Hall and an independent inspector was appointed to carry that out by the Secretary of State.  

The Inspector’s report was received by the Mayor in June this year. 

 

I think this is an important point to make here.  Under the GLA Act, the London Plan’s 

Inspector’s recommendations to the Mayor are not binding.  This is different to boroughs where 

they would be binding, but for us they are not binding. 

 

As required by the legislation governing alterations to the London Plan and following 

consideration of the Inspector’s recommendation, the Mayor submitted to the Secretary of State 

his response to the inspector’s recommendations together with the alterations he intends to 

publish.  On 13 August the Secretary of State wrote to the Mayor to say that he was content for 

the Mayor to publish the REMA with no further amendments and, secondly, to confirm the 

approach set out in the alterations to align the Government’s objectives of increasing delivery of 

affordable housing.  On 14 August this year the Mayor published the Inspector’s report and 

submitted the intent to publish REMA to the London Assembly for your consideration and there 

we bring ourselves to today. 

 

The key issues: you ask specifically how the REMA addresses the issues raised by the Inspector.  

At the EIP the inspector chose, as is his right, to focus his examination on those few subject 

areas or matters which he felt had attracted public comment and which, in his view, went to the 

soundness of the plan.  He considered whether the legal requirements for consultation and for 

the environmental and equalities appraisals had been met and he found that REMA fulfilled 

those tests.   

 

On the policy areas altered through the REMA he identified the following areas for detailed 

examination: sustainability, affordable housing and affordable housing targets, the housing 

needs of gypsies and travellers, cycling standards, health and equalities and living space - that is 

to say green space, heritage assets, neighbourhood planning and the Community Infrastructure 

Levy (CIL).  From these he decided to make recommendation on just three.  The first one was 

affordable housing, the second one was local green spaces, and the third one was the CIL. 



 

 

 

Now, if I could just concentrate on those.  The first one is affordable housing and here he was 

concentrating on how the alterations deal with the new affordable rent product.  The product is 

defined for planning purposes in the NPPF as, 

 

“Affordable rented housing let by local authorities or private registered providers of 

social housing to households that are eligible for social rented housing.  Affordable rent 

is subject to rent controls that require a rent of no more than 80% of the local market 

rent, including service charges where applicable.” 

 

The product was introduced by the Coalition Government in 2011 as a way of continuing to 

deliver a significant programme of affordable housing in a decreased funding environment.  

Through this product, registered providers could continue to develop large numbers of homes 

despite reduced grants by being allowed to charge higher rents on new and converted units.  

The REMA amendments on affordable housing were made so the plan could be in line with that 

and the NPPF to ensure the delivery of London’s Affordable Homes Programme. 

 

Because NPPF states that affordable rent is to be allocated to those eligible for social rented 

properties and is intended to meet the same needs, the alterations include affordable rent with 

social rent.  Therefore, it becomes a 60/40 affordable housing split, which is in the planned 

policy 3.11 on housing targets.  That is 60% rented and 40% intermediate products of one sort 

or another.  The Inspector agreed that this was a sensible approach and the Secretary of State 

approval for the plan affirms our interpretation of Government policy. 

 

As well as adding the affordable rent products to the London Plan, the REMA also made it clear 

through amendments to paragraph 3.63 and 3.68 that boroughs should not set rent caps in 

their local development plans of below 80% of market rent for affordable rent homes.  I suspect 

that is probably the big issue today. 

 

Why did the Mayor propose this?  There are two main reasons.  First, the NPPF definition makes 

it clear that affordable rent is up to - and I do stress the up to - 80% of market rent.  If 

boroughs were to set planning policy caps at less than this figure, housing providers would be 

unable to bring forward those few properties at higher rents which would subsidise the provision 

of a greater number of lower rents.  That is constraining overall affordable output and squeezing 

deliverability.  Secondly, it was to head off a situation where London had 33 different rent caps 

and this would make London’s Affordable Homes Programme almost impossible to deliver. 

 

A number of boroughs made it clear in their responses to the consultation at the EIP that they 

felt that by trying to stop boroughs from setting their own rent levels in their own plans the 

Mayor was preventing them from meeting their objectively assessed needs as required by the 

NPPF.  However, the Mayor is firmly of the opinion that his approach is in line with the NPPF 

and we now have three letters from the Department for Communities and Local Government 

(DCLG) Ministers all confirming and supporting that view. 

 

The alteration seeks to maintain flexibility on rent levels in order to maintain the deliverability of 

affordable housing within the parameters agreed as part of the Affordable Homes Programme, 



 

 

which includes delivering family homes that meet the need, in the context of welfare reform, at 

an average of 65% of market rent across London.  The operation of 33 different rent policies 

across London would inhibit the delivery of a London-wide programme where registered 

providers operate across borough boundaries. 

 

In the second and third parts of his recommendations, the Inspector recommended the removal 

of both paragraphs in the plan that stated that boroughs should not attempt to set caps as he 

felt they were overly prescriptive.  Given the reasoning already set out - and I am sure we will 

delve into this in some detail - that the DCLG Ministers fully supported the Mayor’s view that 

rent control should not be imposed through planning policy, the Mayor did not support the 

recommendations of the inspector to remove these paragraphs.  As I say, we have the Secretary 

of State’s approval to the proposals and he has upheld the Mayor’s view and he stated in his 

letter of 13 August, and I think it is worth quoting: 

 

“Imposing rent controls through local planning policies would hinder the objective, ie the 

Government’s objective of increasing the delivery of affordable housing, and risk letting 

Londoners down by limiting the supply of affordable housing and reducing choice for 

tenants.” 

 

There was a further recommendation from the Inspector - the first part of recommendation 1(c) 

- in relation to deciding on rent levels on a scheme-by-scheme basis where they are not funded 

by the Mayor.  The Inspector felt it should be clear that boroughs have a role in agreeing rent 

levels in such schemes and this recommendation was accepted in part by the Mayor, with 

amendments to the wording in 3.61 to ensure that the affordable housing delivery is maximised. 

 

If I can just move on to local green spaces: the NPPF introduced the option for neighbourhood 

plans to identify local green spaces for protection so that they have the same protection as the 

green belt subject to sites meeting various criteria as set out in paragraphs 76 and 77 of the 

NPPF.  Through the alterations the Mayor proposed amendments to paragraph 7.5 in the 

London Plan, which supports policy 7.1: Building London neighbourhoods and communities.  

This introduced the concept of local green spaces and says that policy applying to them will be 

consistent with the Plan’s green belt policy. 

 

Some objectors wanted these sites to be covered by the local open space policy rather than the 

green belt policy.  At the EIP the inspector asked, “Are the alterations at paragraph 7.5 about 

green spaces consistent with the NPPF?”  To assist the inspector, the Mayor submitted revised 

wording to make it explicit that sites designated by the process are, as the NPPF states, covered 

by green belt policies and not by Local Open Space (LOS) policy.  In his report to the Mayor, the 

inspector concluded,  

 

“I agree with the Mayor’s argument that to include these within the hierarchy of types of 

public open space in table 7.2 could lead to confusion.” 

 

He recommended, in recommendation I(c)(2) of his report, that the Mayor’s revised wording be 

accepted.  In his response to the Secretary of State, the Mayor indicated he was happy to 

accept the Inspector’s recommendation on the matter. 



 

 

 

Finally, turning to the final matter which the Inspector raised: the CIL.  In the alterations we 

updated policy 8.3 and supporting paragraphs to reflect the introduction of CIL legislation and 

regulation and the implementation of the Mayoral CIL.  An additional clause (d) was introduced 

to the policy.  This calls for the Mayor to work with boroughs to ensure that their local plans 

identify strategically important infrastructure, particularly in opportunity and intensification 

areas. 

 

At the EIP some boroughs expressed concern to the Mayor that he would use the new clause to 

dictate local priorities.  The Mayor argued that this was not his intention.  The inspector felt 

that the new clause ran counter to NPPF paragraph 1.75 which deals with the proportion of 

local CIL funds going to the neighbourhoods and recommended, in his recommendation I(c)(3) 

the deletion of policy 8.3: New clause (d).  Recommendation I(c)(3) was not accepted by the 

Mayor.  In the Mayor’s view, the recommendations had been overtaken by the publication of 

new statutory CIL guidance in December 2012 and again in April 2013. 

 

Paragraph 4 of this guidance makes clear that boroughs’ CIL charging schedules should be 

consistent with, and support the implementation of up-to-date local plans and, in London, the 

London Plan.  Paragraph 8 and 21 of the new guidance reinforce this by making it clear that 

boroughs should be able to show how their CIL proposals will help deliver their plans, which 

include the London Plan, and that the extent to which they do so should be considered by 

charging authorities in proposing levy rates. 

 

The alterations reflect this approach, which has also been carried forward in the recently 

published Mayor’s Supplementary Planning Guidance for the use of planning obligations in the 

funding of the Crossrail and the Mayoral CIL.  The Mayor also felt that the recommendations 

were based on a misunderstanding of REMA.  Contrary to the implication of the Inspector’s 

report, the Mayor’s view, the REMA do not  compromises strategic and neighbourhood 

infrastructure and suggest the former should take priority.  Rather, the alterations should say 

that where there are strategic important infrastructure priorities they should be identified 

through the Local Development Framework (LDF) process jointly by the boroughs and the 

Mayor. 

 

This is a brief summary of what we have been through, the Mayor’s approach to key issues and 

what REMA is all about and we have now laid all these documents before you.  Thank you, 

Chair. 

 

Darren Johnson (Chair):  Thank you, Sir Edward.  In order to give some coherence to the 

questioning this afternoon, I am going to deal with the areas in the order that they were 

presented by Sir Edward.  Firstly, affordable housing: I will take questions on that; then on 

green spaces; then on CIL.  I hope that is acceptable to Members. 

 

Jenny Jones (AM):  I would like to direct my questions to the Deputy Mayor for Planning, 

please.  I do not work on the issue of housing anymore, so I would just like to be absolutely 

clear on this.  You said that the changes are minor, but what you are actually doing is tying the 



 

 

boroughs’ hands so that they cannot actually set the affordable rents that they want to in their 

own area.  They cannot go above 80% and they cannot go below 80%.  Is that right? 

 

Sir Edward Lister (Deputy Mayor for Planning):  No, that is not right. 

 

Jenny Jones (AM):  Tell me what it is then. 

 

Sir Edward Lister (Deputy Mayor for Planning):  What we are saying is that the affordable 

rent product has a cap of 80% of market rent, but it also says that it should be on an average of 

65% of market rent.  What we are saying is that the London providers - this is the people we are 

giving grants to - who operate across that -- 

 

Jenny Jones (AM):  No, through the borough’s own system of planning. 

 

Sir Edward Lister (Deputy Mayor for Planning):  We are saying that the boroughs cannot 

set rent targets on those planning schemes where funding is coming from the GLA. 

 

Jenny Jones (AM):  I understand that but you are actually taking power away from the 

boroughs, are you not?  You are tying their hands on their own rents through their planning 

system.  You are saying to them what they have to charge.  It just seems unrealistic to me; that 

is all. 

 

Sir Edward Lister (Deputy Mayor for Planning):  No, we are only saying, on those schemes 

where they are expecting GLA grants to come through to those schemes, that they cannot set 

target rent levels.  That is what we are saying.  If it is their own scheme and with their own 

money they can do what they like. 

 

Jenny Jones (AM):  Brilliant.  One of the boroughs that objected was Westminster and I do 

not know if you know but for a family to pay the rent on a three-bedroom home set at 80% of 

the market rate in Westminster, they would have to earn £148,000.  That does not sound 

completely sensible, does it? 

 

Richard Blakeway (Deputy Mayor for Housing, Land and Property):  Jenny, I am afraid 

that is not correct though. 

 

Jenny Jones (AM):  Which bit is not correct?  Is all of it wrong? 

 

Richard Blakeway (Deputy Mayor for Housing, Land and Property):  That you have to 

earn £100,000 plus or whatever the figure was that you cited.  We are very clear through the 

programme that rents should not exceed local housing allowance caps so that anyone who is 

dependent on benefits to cover the full cost of their rent can claim that full benefit and, as you 

know, the Department for Work and Pensions (DWP) have set local housing allowance caps at a 

maximum of £400 and so on.  What is clear - and there has been some independent research on 

this - is that broadly the same group of people with the same income is benefiting from 

affordable rent as would do social rent.  If you look at core data, for example, in 2011/12 the 



 

 

average income, if you take out those who are wholly dependent on housing benefit, of 

someone living in affordable housing was something in the region of £14,700. 

 

This is an important point.  A piece of work was done by Future of London very recently which 

looked at the initial lettings that were going through and the people were earning, across 

London, roughly the same amount of money.  I think it was an average of £240 a week for those 

living in affordable rent compared to about £247 a week for those living in target rent.  It is 

quite clear that people are benefiting from this product who are on very low incomes and can 

afford it. 

 

Jenny Jones (AM):  Sir Edward, is this then not throwing all of the onus onto the benefit 

system?  Are you not actually encouraging the boroughs make the benefit system bear the 

burden instead of making rents at a sensible level? 

 

Sir Edward Lister (Deputy Mayor for Planning):  No, what we are doing is we are making 

sure that the money that we have available through grant is maximising the largest number of 

housing units that it is possible to achieve and that we are basing all of our calculations on a 

London-wide basis, not on an individual borough basis.  I think it is terribly important to 

concentrate on the average, which is 65%,not 85%, 65%, of market rent, and that is an average 

across the delivery of any individual provider’s programme.  You could have a programme being 

delivered by a housing association with sites in, if I may make the example, Barking and 

Dagenham and Westminster and they would average between them 65%.  What they actually 

do with their rents between those individual boroughs would be down to that housing provider. 

 

Jenny Jones (AM):  What I understood was the inspector actually said that boroughs should 

be allowed to set their own rent levels and you have actually decided not to allow them to do it. 

 

Sir Edward Lister (Deputy Mayor for Planning):  That is correct. 

 

Jenny Jones (AM):  That is correct. 

 

Sir Edward Lister (Deputy Mayor for Planning):  We are saying that there are 33 London 

boroughs and it would be impossible to have 33 targeted rents across London. 

 

Jenny Jones (AM):  I am not quite sure I see that.  In the past, boroughs have been able to set 

their own levels because local conditions vary.  I mean it varies enormously between Brent and 

Westminster, for example.  Why should boroughs not be able to set their own?  I really want Sir 

Edward to answer this because it is essentially a political question.  If we do not have the Mayor 

here, I think the Deputy Mayor really does have to answer it. 

 

Sir Edward Lister (Deputy Mayor for Planning):  Firstly, I think it is wrong to assume that 

social rent levels are set by the boroughs.  They are not.  They are set by central Government.  

Social rent models are Government rent models and they are out there.  What we are dealing 

with is the affordable rent model, which is done on a different basis. 

 



 

 

Jenny Jones (AM):  What is wrong with the boroughs setting their own rent levels?  What you 

are doing actually is you are forcing quantity over quality.  It is the boroughs who know what 

they need.  You do not know the individual conditions in every borough.  The boroughs do and 

they should be allowed to build what they need, not what you need to fulfil the Mayor’s targets. 

 

Sir Edward Lister (Deputy Mayor for Planning):  I would argue that what is happening in 

reality is that the boroughs are meeting the needs that they want to meet.  It means that under 

this programme they can choose, if they so wish, to charge lower rents for larger units and 

higher rents for smaller units.  They can choose that they prioritise families over others.  They 

can make the decision that it is probable that families have less money than others.  I mean all 

those choices are theirs.  All we are saying is that we must have an affordable rent product 

which averages out at 65% across England. 

 

Nicky Gavron (AM):  Thank you for your very comprehensive introduction, Sir Edward.  I just 

want to say, on behalf of the Labour Group, that we do not want to stop the Mayor making 

changes to the London Plan but we do want to make sure that the changes reflect the views 

that were put forward by the Assembly at the EIP, the views that were put forward by the 

Inspector and the views that have been put forward by many, many boroughs across London.  

We noticed that at the EIP the biggest attraction and the biggest attention went in fact to 

affordable housing and that is what I am going to concentrate on and the Inspector, in fact, had 

devoted most of his report to that. 

 

The Mayor dismissed one CIL and then one affordable housing recommendation.  I want to deal 

with a lot of what you said but I also want to cover some introductory points first and I wonder 

if you could just give me a yes or no answer because I just want to confirm a few things.  Is it 

not right that the Inspector said that, on the test of soundness which you brought up, he had 

the most concerns - and that is why he has devoted most of his Inspector’s report to it - on 

affordable housing.  Yes or no? 

 

Sir Edward Lister (Deputy Mayor for Planning):  Yes. 

 

Nicky Gavron (AM):  Yes, on the test of soundness.  You put quite a lot of store by it? 

 

Sir Edward Lister (Deputy Mayor for Planning):  Yes. 

 

Nicky Gavron (AM):  These are just confirming a few things.  REMA does drop the 

requirement that affordable housing should be at a cost low enough for lower income people to 

afford.  Now, that has been dropped and that is very significant.  However, it does say that 

eligibility is determined with regard to local incomes and local housing prices.  Now, do you 

agree that the planning authorities have a statutory requirement to meet the needs of those 

who are eligible and eligibility is based on local incomes and local prices?  Do you agree with 

that? 

 

Sir Edward Lister (Deputy Mayor for Planning):  Yes. 

 



 

 

Nicky Gavron (AM):  Good.  Then another point is that local authorities have said that 

affordable rent, allowed up to 80% of market rent, would not meet the needs of local people 

who are eligible for it.  Kensington and Chelsea, which our colleague Victoria Borwick [AM, 

Councillor, Royal Borough of Kensington and Chelsea] is very aware of and is a council member 

of it, said that they found that there are many, many eligible households who just cannot afford 

the 80% market rent and could only really afford about 40% of market rent.  Now, we are 

talking about a chunk of inner London.  You see, Kensington and Chelsea actually came out 

with their own evidence base and it was on that evidence base that they were able to say that 

the people who are eligible and in need can only afford up to 40%.  Could you just say what the 

evidence base is for REMA and what date it is? 

 

Richard Linton (Principal Strategic Planner):  Well, we are looking at the information that 

the Mayor had when the draft policies were formulated and were considered at examination.  

We are now talking about last year.  The evidence that informed the alteration would have been 

the latest information available to the Mayor at that point. 

 

Nicky Gavron (AM):  That was 2008. 

 

Richard Linton (Principal Strategic Planner):  2011. 

 

Nicky Gavron (AM):  Yes, but it was based on the 2008 strategic housing market assessment 

(SHMR). 

 

Richard Linton (Principal Strategic Planner):  Yes, I believe it was.  Yes. 

 

Nicky Gavron (AM):  It was?  Your evidence base is five years out of date and does not deal 

with the affordable rent product, because there was not one then.  Do you agree?  You have a 

set of alterations that deal with affordable rent but you do not have any evidence base for it, do 

you? 

 

Richard Linton (Principal Strategic Planner):  We were operating on the information that 

was the most up to date at the time. 

 

Nicky Gavron (AM):  The Inspector and the NPPF emphasised the importance of up-to-date 

evidence.  I mean all planning has to be evidence based.  The NPPF gives enormous emphasis to 

that and the importance of it and particularly on objectively-assessed need being part of it.  

Boroughs do have up-to-date evidence, which you do not have.  REMA is not based on up-to-

date evidence.  They know what their local communities want.  They know what local conditions 

are.  They know what their local needs are.  I would like to know why you are resisting calls from 

the boroughs to prevent rent caps.  Why are you doing that?  Just spell it out again. 

 

Sir Edward Lister (Deputy Mayor for Planning):  Could I ask Jennifer Peters to perhaps 

answer that question? 

 

Jennifer Peters (Senior Strategic Planner - Housing, Land and Property):  Yes.  Going 

back to the issue about the evidence for the REMA, basically we did not, as you are aware, carry 



 

 

out a new  Strategic Housing Market Assessment.  All that we did is we based it on the 

Government’s definition in the NPPF of affordable rent, which says it is up to 80% of market 

rent and it is let to people who are eligible for social rented [housing].  Within that - and our 

assumptions were backed up by the Government - we assume that it does meet those needs of 

the people that are you are talking about; the people that, in the past, have received social rent. 

 

In terms of a strategic housing market assessment, we are carrying out a new one now that will 

inform the further alterations for the London Plan.  However, it would be very difficult to 

actually identify affordability or otherwise of affordable rent on a London-wide basis and that is 

because there are so many variations.  Affordable rent is spot market rent, so the market rents 

can differ from street to street. 

 

Nicky Gavron (AM):  Yes, I understand.  But the boroughs themselves do actually have the 

evidence and they have looked at how they should reflect local needs and rent and local 

incomes and local prices in their own boroughs and you are preventing that. 

 

Sir Edward, is your main reason - it is one you gave when you doing your comprehensive 

introduction - about maximisation of numbers?  Is that your main reason? 

 

Sir Edward Lister (Deputy Mayor for Planning):  It is a major reason, yes.  It is not 

exclusively that.  There is also the problem that we are running a housing programme across 

60-odd providers across London and we operate on a London-wide basis.  We do not operate 

on a borough-by-borough basis.  The grant will be flowing across London and it is important 

that when we are doing something we are basing it on a London-wide view, not on an individual 

borough view. 

 

Nicky Gavron (AM):  Your 65% is only across your housing investment programme, is it not? 

 

Sir Edward Lister (Deputy Mayor for Planning):  Yes. 

 

Nicky Gavron (AM):  Yes.  Boroughs are also dealing with other providers.  This is a point the 

Inspector makes.  They are dealing with other providers and your 65%, so to speak, is only for 

those registered providers who have received grants. 

 

Sir Edward Lister (Deputy Mayor for Planning):  But we are also requiring local authorities 

to maximise the number of units that are produced and that is the second clause that comes in 

here.  If we are requiring people to maximise the numbers that does, in effect, push them 

towards affordable housing units. 

 

Nicky Gavron (AM):  It is very interesting.  Your housing powers and your investment powers 

are the tail wagging the planning dog. 

 

Sir Edward Lister (Deputy Mayor for Planning):  No. 

 



 

 

Nicky Gavron (AM):  Yes, they are.  In fact you are actually preventing boroughs from working 

with other providers getting more affordable housing because obviously you want to get your 

investment delivered for affordable rent. 

 

Sir Edward Lister (Deputy Mayor for Planning):  We are looking to maximise the number of 

affordable social housing units across London from whatever source they come from.  We are 

looking at numbers right across London. 

 

Nicky Gavron (AM):  But in fact the REMA actually says and the NPPF says that there is 

another strand of policy that you have to meet and that is about the type of housing and needs.  

I do not know how you square maximising numbers with providing the type and size of housing 

that London so desperately needs.  You have just come out with a census which actually says 

that London’s household size is bigger than the rest of the country and we know that families 

desperately need affordable housing.  How are you going to maximise family housing? 

 

Richard Blakeway (Deputy Mayor for Housing, Land and Property):  Nicky, I think, you 

are aware of many of the things which we have done around this and I just want to pick up, very 

briefly, on a couple of points.  I think the first point, which is really fundamental, is that 

boroughs have not been setting rents through social housing.  As you know, target rent is 

something which was formulated by the previous Government based on 1999 values.  It had 

Retail Price Index (RPI) plus an inflation rate linked increase, which was changed from RPI to 

Consumer Price Index (CPI).  This is something which was done on a national basis, not even a 

borough basis.  What you are comparing it to if you are comparing affordable rent to social rent, 

ie target rent, it is a national system not a borough system.  I do think this is an important point 

because I do not know what you are comparing it to otherwise. 

 

Nicky Gavron (AM):  But social rent was about need, was it not? 

 

Richard Blakeway (Deputy Mayor for Housing, Land and Property):  Very importantly, as 

is affordable rent.  As has been demonstrated through the configuration of the programme and 

also on the initial lettings programme, it is serving a similar client group.  If you do not maximise 

the output then the alternative for those households is to live in the private rental sector.  As 

you know, private rent has an increasing cost attached to it.  It is critically important, therefore, 

that we do leverage the funding that we have to deliver as much output as we can because then 

you are getting households who are living in housing which is, on average, 65% of the market.   

 

On family housing in particular, as you know, we have committed to deliver a significant output 

in terms of family housing.  We committed to 36% in the programme.  If you look at the output 

for the last financial year, we were at 37%.  If you look at some specific boroughs, for example 

in Westminster, 58% of the affordable homes which were delivered in Westminster were 

three-bed plus.  We are very focused on the delivery of family-sized affordable housing.  We 

have demonstrated the ability to do that through the programme and that is because of the 

flexibility that the programme has. 

 

Nicky Gavron (AM):  Have you thought about how it is going to push up land values? 

 



 

 

Richard Blakeway (Deputy Mayor for Housing, Land and Property):  I do not think that 

is -- 

 

Nicky Gavron (AM):  Rent increases?  We heard this at the Examination in Public, “It will drive 

up land values”. 

 

Richard Blakeway (Deputy Mayor for Housing, Land and Property):  I do not think it is 

something we accept. 

 

Tom Copley (AM):  Sir Edward, I just wanted you to clarify a couple of before I go into my 

main questioning.  Can you confirm that boroughs will be free to set rent caps below 80% where 

a scheme is not funded by the Mayor? 

 

Sir Edward Lister (Deputy Mayor for Planning):  Where the local authority is putting its 

own resources into it. 

 

Tom Copley (AM):  Only when the local authority is putting its own resources in? 

 

Sir Edward Lister (Deputy Mayor for Planning):  Otherwise, we are saying that we are 

looking, under the planning system, to maximise the number of units that are being produced. 

 

Tom Copley (AM):  Any provider, even one that is not receiving funding from the Mayor’s 

investment programme, the local authority will still not be able to cap the rents at below 80%? 

 

Sir Edward Lister (Deputy Mayor for Planning):  Correct. 

 

Tom Copley (AM):  Thank you.  I just wanted to clarify that.  Are you concerned that what 

they are going to end up with - and I think this was reflected very much in the responses from 

the boroughs - is that you are going to see higher levels?  You might end up with the 65% 

average across London, but also what matters is what the social mix is.  Are you worried you 

could end up with a situation where you get a much higher level of rents in inner London where 

land values are higher and lower rents in outer London and, therefore, although it might 

average at 65% across the city, you are not creating mixed communities? 

 

Sir Edward Lister (Deputy Mayor for Planning):  I would argue we are creating mixed 

communities because what we are doing is using our grant and our power of grant to encourage 

developers whenever they are putting a scheme forward to have a large percentage of 

affordable housing within their scheme.  We are, therefore, maximising the number of units 

those developers will get, because of our grant subsidy or because of the planning rules, to 

achieve that.  I would actually argue that.  I would also argue, and in fact I know it goes on 

because I look at endless planning applications, that local authorities will perhaps decide that 

they will be going for rents of 40% or 45% on family units and they will be going for rents of 

80% on single person’s or couples’ units and you see that on a fairly regular basis.  Local 

authorities and planning authorities are playing tunes on this already to achieve what they see 

as being the priority in their area, but across London the average is 65%. 

 



 

 

Tom Copley (AM):  You used the word “affordable” but I just think it is quite clear that the 

word “affordability” under this scheme is becoming meaningless.  Up to 80% market rent or 

even 65% market rent in most inner London boroughs is still unaffordable to people on low and 

even moderate incomes.  I think that is where our real concern comes.  I think that is why you 

have had such a coalition of boroughs - not just Labour boroughs but Conservative boroughs as 

well - who are very concerned about this.  For example, including the London weighting, a 

newly-qualified nurse earns about £25,500 a year.  At 80% market rent, a one-bed affordable 

rent home in Southwark requires an income of £33,600 a year.  That is according to the 

evidence that was given by this coalition of boroughs that came forward.  Someone even 

earning what is about the national average income will not be able to afford to get a one-bed 

flat at 80% rent in Southwark. 

 

Richard Blakeway (Deputy Mayor for Housing, Land and Property):  Tom, you know that 

that is not what is actually happening in reality.  In reality the flexibility of this product means 

that a large part of the programme is at or around target rent.  Indeed, if you take the delivery 

of the Mayor’s Affordable Homes Programme, about three-quarters will be at or around target 

rent.  As I said before, the average income of someone living in affordable housing is around 

£14,000 and the independent piece of work which was done by Future of London said that they 

were seeing broadly the same income group benefiting from affordable rent - and I think it is a 

critical point - because of this flexibility in the programme.  It is also important to observe that 

there are 22 boroughs themselves who have bid to do an affordable homes programme through 

the funding available for affordable rent.  Many of those boroughs will be putting in an 

additional subsidy on the rent and that is fine.  Clearly that is possible under the flexibilities of 

this programme. 

 

Tom Copley (AM):  I believe the majority of boroughs have still expressed significant concerns 

about their residents’ ability to live in genuinely affordable housing under this.  Take Bexley, for 

example, who have a particular issue about the provision of family sized housing.  They said for 

larger families, the relationship between local incomes and local house prices is such that local 

influence on rent levels is required to ensure that affordable rented homes do indeed meet the 

same needs as those eligible for social rented housing. 

 

Richard Blakeway (Deputy Mayor for Housing, Land and Property):  Indeed.  They have 

identified the importance of delivering family sized affordable accommodation.  That is why the 

Mayor, in his last term, delivered more family sized affordable homes than at any point in the 

previous decade and that is why you also have a programme which is delivering 36% - so over a 

third - of the homes which are family sized accommodation.  As you know, the flexibilities in 

this programme mean that many of those rents take into account welfare changes and also the 

rents within the local housing allowance cap, so anyone who requires housing benefits to afford 

their rent can claim the full cost against the rent. 

 

Tom Copley (AM):  As Jenny Jones pointed out earlier, all this is going to do is increase the 

pressure on housing benefits.  Surely that flies in the face of one of the Government’s stated 

priorities which is to reduce the housing benefit bill? 

 



 

 

Richard Blakeway (Deputy Mayor for Housing, Land and Property):  Look at the Future 

of  London piece of work, you are seeing about a third, about 32% of households coming into 

affordable rent derived from full or part-time work.  It is a range of people on a range of 

incomes. 

 

Tom Copley (AM):  Absolutely, and, of course, we know there are a lot of people in work who 

also claim housing benefits to top up their income, so we could still see a significant increase in 

the pressure and again, it seems to be going in the wrong direction.  I think there is a growing 

political consensus now that we want to be switching away from subsidising rents and towards 

subsidising capital again and this seems to fly in the face of that as well. 

 

Richard Blakeway (Deputy Mayor for Housing, Land and Property):  We would certainly 

agree with the principle that we should optimise housing benefit for delivery.  A housing benefit 

going into this is helping to subsidise the delivery of new homes. 

 

Tom Copley (AM):  Can I just challenge you on another point which the Mayor asserts in his 

response to the planning inspector “that it is generally”, I think he says something along the 

lines of, “accepted that London is a single housing market”?  I do not think it is generally 

accepted that London is a single housing market.  I think the Mayor has asserted that but clearly 

the boroughs who have objected to it do not believe that and also the planning inspector does 

not agree with that statement as well.  Surely boroughs as different as, let’s say, Camden and 

Croydon, require different approaches. 

 

Sir Edward Lister (Deputy Mayor for Policy and Planning):  We firstly believe London is a 

single housing market.  We believe there is quite a bit of mobility around London and indeed 

people will move around London.  We also believe that what we have here is a product which 

averages out at 65% across London.  I think it is this across London which gives us the 

maximum amount of flexibility, so it does mean you can have lower rents in an area like Camden 

and higher rents in an area like Croydon as long as the average works out, so the individual 

providers across the programme -- 

 

Tom Copley (AM):  But the boroughs themselves get no say over it because you are not 

letting them cap rents to meet local needs.  That is specifically ruled out. 

 

Sir Edward Lister (Deputy Mayor for Policy and Planning):  Because we are also arguing 

that what we have here in REMA is an expression of Government policy and we have picked that 

up and that is why, as a planning document, it reflects Government policies.  Some of the 

boroughs, we believe, are not taking into account Government policy. 

 

Tom Copley (AM):  You say Government policy and, with regard to the NPPF, there is clearly 

some room for disagreement over this because, on the one hand, the planning inspector was 

saying you have to implement his recommendations in order to bring the London Plan into 

conformity with NPPF and then, on the other hand, you are saying, “Well, no, actually we do 

not”.  

 

In terms of the single housing market, the planning inspector said,  



 

 

 

“I am not convinced that the policy restrictions on boroughs can be justified on the basis 

of a single housing market in London.  The reality is, within one regional market, there 

are a number of submarkets in inner and outer sectors that have their own characteristics 

with considerable variations in types of accommodation, tenure, rents and sale prices.” 

 

That appears to me to be stating a fact.  Why is the planning inspector wrong? 

 

Sir Edward Lister (Deputy Mayor for Policy and Planning):  Firstly, I would say that is 

really a question not about planning but about the housing investment programme which picks 

that particular point up.  There is an issue on that.  As far as planning is concerned, we are 

establishing and setting out a broad-brush policy which covers all of London and the Inspector 

took a view; we have three separate letters from the Secretary of State, or from other ministers, 

expressing the contrary view.  Indeed, the Secretary of State has signed-off REMA.  I think that 

is the important point.  He accepts what we have here is a reflection of the NPPF policy. 

 

Tom Copley (AM):  I would argue that the opinions of an independent planning inspector and 

experts, should be weighed more strongly than against someone who is, like us, a politician. 

 

Richard Blakeway (Deputy Mayor for Housing, Land and Property):  I was just going to 

observe, I think I am right in saying, the inspector for Tower Hamlets said you could not 

consider the Tower Hamlets borough as representing a single market, a single entity; I just 

observe that point.  I think that is a different view, as you would describe it, of an independent 

inspector. 

 

Tom Copley (AM):  The advice or the opinion given by the Inspector on the London Plan 

described a number of submarkets in inner and outer sectors, so perhaps there is some room for 

manoeuvre between the borough and the regional level.  I think it is just patently obvious to 

anyone who looks at the London housing market that there are huge variations, not just 

between inner and outer London but between individual boroughs as well; very different 

characteristics for housing markets. 

 

Richard Blakeway (Deputy Mayor for Housing, Land and Property):  Tom, you cannot fix 

prices through planning.  I think it would be an extraordinary position where you had a table of 

prices -- 

 

Tom Copley (AM):  Exactly.  The London Plan does. 

 

Richard Blakeway (Deputy Mayor for Housing, Land and Property):  No, it does not.  It 

critically does not.  It says that this product is up to 80% but, within that, there is an enormous 

flexibility and that is the critical thing.  It is enshrining that flexibility, not having 33 different 

systems. 

 

Tom Copley (AM):  You have set a maximum level, which is 80%, and you have set a target.  

That is already intervening within the market and setting a form of a cap.  That is undeniable.  

What we are arguing is that the boroughs should simply have the flexibility to set their own caps 



 

 

based on local need.  I will have to leave it at that but what I would say is I hope when we come 

to vote on this later, that members do consider very carefully the weighted evidence that was 

given by boroughs and by the planning inspector.  I am not wishing to be unconstructive about 

it but we want to be constructive and we want to have a constructive approach with the Mayor 

to delivering something that genuinely works in the interests of Londoners. 

 

Sir Edward Lister (Deputy Mayor for Policy and Planning):  I am just going to say, I think 

Richard did point it out; individual planning inspectors come up with different views depending 

on where you are in London.  I think the example of Tower Hamlets is an extremely good one.  

The area was completely opposite to this one but, going back to the point, we are not bound by 

the inspector.  We are not the same as the borough.  What we have to make sure of is that what 

we produce, at the end of the day, is in conformity with Government policy and is signed-off by 

the Secretary of State and that is exactly what we have done. 

 

John Biggs (AM):  I think, as a starting point, I am sure everyone in this room would agree 

that one of the principles of London’s Government is that when the National Government, 

which is not London’s Government, has things wrong from a London perspective, we should 

stand up and express our views strongly to National Government.  I do not think that point 

needs a response. 

 

I wanted to speak about a particular instance which is my home borough, Tower Hamlets, but 

also it is part of a crescent, if you like, of boroughs in inner London.  Would you not accept that 

those boroughs are going through a transition where their resident populations, their historic 

resident populations tend to have lower income levels and yet the rental levels in those areas are 

rising rapidly beyond the reach of those local residents?  I think that is a given fact as well.  It 

fills most pages of the Evening Standard most days of the week. 

 

Sir Edward Lister (Deputy Mayor for Policy and Planning):  I would accept that.  I would 

just make the point that the way to deal with this is to get more product out there, more 

housing units built and that is the way to deal with this.  What we have is a shortage of supply, 

which is a market problem. 

 

John Biggs (AM):  Fundamentally, that is wrong, isn’t it because the land in those areas is 

priced on the basis of a return which is what the market will bear in terms of people’s rentals 

and the purpose of subsidy is to protect people on lower incomes from that unaffordability? 

 

Sir Edward Lister (Deputy Mayor for Policy and Planning):  I would actually argue, our 

problem basically is for the last 30, 40 years, we have failed to deliver, as a city, even back into 

the 1960s because we slung clear of it, so we actually were not building that many new units.  

Since then, we have continued to underperform year on year and that is why we are in the 

position we are in now as we have a shortage.  That is the severe problem we face. 

 

John Biggs (AM):  My fundamental position, I think having followed this debate, is although 

this may look like a rather technical debate, it is essentially an ideological debate in which the 

two politicians at our front table, Sir Edward and Mr Blakeway, fundamentally believe the 



 

 

market will, in some way, solve problems which the last 20 generations of Londoners have 

shown it will not solve.   

 

Could I ask you another specific question which is about the rent levels in inner London and I 

recognise you say many local authorities are setting lower rent levels for larger units to keep 

them within benefit levels.  The consequence of that is that childless people or couples without 

kids are facing proportionately much higher rent levels and are being driven out of those areas.  

Would you accept that is what is happening with the benign hand of the market? 

 

Sir Edward Lister (Deputy Mayor for Policy and Planning):  No, I do not accept that. 

 

John Biggs (AM):  You have no evidence to support -- 

 

Sir Edward Lister (Deputy Mayor for Policy and Planning):  I do not believe there is any 

evidence to say that is happening.  I think there is a recognition that, generally speaking, larger 

families do have less money and I think, therefore, they are under the greatest pressure. 

 

John Biggs (AM):  So implicit then, you are accepting, although 65% is your going rate, it is 

reasonable to have a lower percentage rental for family housing as it is for single person 

housing? 

 

Sir Edward Lister (Deputy Mayor for Policy and Planning):  Or for any particular group in 

which the borough may decide is in need of that.  All I am saying is it has to average out at the 

end of the day.  So if you are going to provide a lot of units around 45%, you are going to have 

to provide a lot of units around 80%.  The two have to go together. 

 

John Biggs (AM):  Are you confident that none of those units at 80%, which are supposedly 

affordable housing in the old-fashioned definition of the term, will be above benefit cap levels; 

it will place their occupants above benefit cap levels? 

 

Sir Edward Lister (Deputy Mayor for Policy and Planning):  What I am confident about is 

that the fundamental change that is going through the welfare system, is that welfare payments 

are meant to be short-term payments which people take for a period of time while they sort out 

whatever their situation is.  Therefore, we should not be actually subsiding through the rent 

system.  We are subsiding but we should reduce the subsidy of the rent system and that is what 

is actually happening.  So we are using the system, as it is, to build the maximum number of 

units. 

 

John Biggs (AM):  All right.  So you would accept that if one of the consequences of this 

policy was that Londoners on lower incomes were squeezed out of inner London areas where 

the rents have become higher, that would be a perfectly reasonable action of the market and 

they would have to live with the consequences of the individuals. 

 

Sir Edward Lister (Deputy Mayor for Policy and Planning):  But that is not what is 

happening. 

 



 

 

John Biggs (AM):  It is what is happening. 

 

Sir Edward Lister (Deputy Mayor for Policy and Planning):  I am sorry.  I have to argue 

this point.  That is not what is happening because we are making sure, through our planning 

policies, that we are maximising the number of units that are being built through the planning 

system in any single scheme.  Because we are maximising the number of units, and using our 

grant as well to do that, it is free for those local authorities to, provided they get an average of 

65%, set their rents accordingly but that is down to the individual providers of those schemes. 

 

John Biggs (AM):  Would you accept a position where a local authority chose, in policy terms, 

that it would be better to have fewer affordable properties than a greater number of 

unaffordable properties by their definition? 

 

Sir Edward Lister (Deputy Mayor for Policy and Planning):  My problem with that is quite 

simply you are pushing more and more people into the private rented sector on even higher 

rents.  So what we are doing is actually reducing the number of people in the private rented 

sector.  You are pushing for more people in the private rented sector. 

 

John Biggs (AM):  We may not have it on Thursday, but I think there will be a clear majority of 

the Assembly who will take the view that the Mayor is being supine and is not standing up to a 

government policy which is causing massive, disproportionate damage to Londoners’ housing 

needs compared to most other parts of the country, but I digress. 

 

Richard Blakeway (Deputy Mayor for Housing, Land and Property):  John, equally, 

22 boroughs have bid to do their own programme through affordable rent.  If you are trying to 

cite evidence of us being supine in terms of boroughs, there are a large number of boroughs 

who are delivering their own programme and what we are seeking to do is maximise the amount 

of resource we achieve from Government, maximise flexibility in the programme and also 

resource going in from providers through their own borrowing or whatever resource. 

 

John Biggs (AM):  I think history will show this is a disastrous experiment that will not work. 

 

Victoria Borwick (AM):  Thank you very much indeed.  I think we are in for a bit of 

clarification here, please, if you do not mind.  As you are well aware, concern has been 

expressed by several central London boroughs, including Kensington and Chelsea, where I am a 

councillor, as well as Westminster, and concerns have been raised about what we all know: we 

need affordable housing.  I think we are all very concerned that the perception being given, and 

I just want to make sure this is absolutely right and we have all understood it or not, is there will 

be this requirement, as you have said yourself particularly on the schemes you support, for the 

80% rule to be applied on the basis of a median average, I think you said, of 65%.  The problem 

there is, of course, that it is very, very unaffordable in the central London areas and obviously 

the boroughs are concerned because they are well aware of the need to have affordable housing 

for residents. 

 

It is all very well to talk about the new benefit caps that are up to £400 and some of the slightly 

higher ones for other groups, but that means it is all very well saying those people will be able 



 

 

to claim under housing benefit, but there is a vast number of people who are not in the very 

poor category but are not obviously in the wealthy category who cannot afford some of the 

rents in Kensington and Chelsea and once again, actually we are talking about a lot of people in 

the middle.  Particularly in Kensington and Chelsea and Westminster, it is all very well to say the 

very poor are coped with because we are going to use the opportunity of the caps in the benefit 

system, but actually there are a vast number of people who are not going to be eligible under 

that system.  Therefore, the end result of that is they will not be able to live in central London 

and I think, for many people, that is obviously a real issue particularly for those who have long-

term connections or any other connections of schools or any other issues. 

 

We have already seen changes in our housing and schools and other things in Kensington and 

Chelsea where people have been affected by the benefit cap and now obviously we are seeing 

this further change which is why I know the council leader has written to you, as have other 

leaders, to express concerns about the lack of flexibility particularly for central London 

boroughs.  So perhaps you could talk through how you would envisage this benefiting those 

residents in order that they will still be able to have the opportunity of living there. 

 

Richard Blakeway (Deputy Mayor for Housing, Land and Property):  I think it is 

important to recognise that actually what the programme does have, and indeed the way the 

planning deals with it as well, is again the point we have made to maximise flexibility.  So clearly 

up to 80%, a whole range of different rents can be charged and it is interesting to note, for 

example, a particular scheme in Kensington and Chelsea, which Peabody are doing called 

Silchester Gardens is so flexible, it is actually below target rent.  I think that demonstrates the 

responsiveness of the programme to accommodate a whole range of households.   

 

I have already referred to the Future of London report where it shows over a third of working 

households coming in; you can make an assumption, therefore, they are not wholly dependent 

on benefits and clearly beyond affordable rent.  There’s a whole range of affordable housing 

products and affordable home ownership products which are available to help those Londoners 

who are in work and on modest incomes and can be supported through affordable housing, in 

central London as well. 

 

Victoria Borwick (AM):  I just want to go back again to challenge you on this.  You talk about 

the 80% probably being the maximum but the 65%, or the average or the median, of market 

rent is still going to be very, very high in Central London. 

 

Richard Blakeway (Deputy Mayor for Housing, Land and Property):   No, not necessarily 

because firstly, the local housing allowance caps will kick in and that is an important point.  Also 

in the case of Silchester, for example, I think land is being made available by Kensington and 

Chelsea, so that provides an additional subsidy and there is nothing that prevents additional 

subsidy being used. 

 

Victoria Borwick (AM):  No.  Sadly, in Kensington and Chelsea, we do not have a lot of land 

and, therefore, it is really, really important we maximise, as you said, what opportunity we can 

have to help.  The only other point I would like to make is, I think some of the leaders are very 

concerned that they would like to be involved more in the general consultation as to how these 



 

 

ideas are taken forward and I hope that is something else you will also consider in the coming 

months. 

 

Richard Blakeway (Deputy Mayor for Housing, Land and Property):  Yes.  Clearly in the 

configuration of the programme, there were extensive discussions with local authorities, 

certainly it was something that was discussed through the various boards we have with London 

councils and others, so there was, but clearly it is important to have that discussion. 

 

Victoria Borwick (AM):  Thank you. 

 

Kit Malthouse (AM):  I might be a bit thick but just bear with me.  So if I am a borough 

councillor and I have land but I want to build a block of 100 flats and I want a grant from you to 

help me with it, within those 100 flats, I could have ten of them at 20% of market, I could have 

20 of them at 45%, a few at 55% and a small number, ten at 80%.  As long as I average 65% in 

the block, you are happy. 

 

Richard Blakeway (Deputy Mayor for Housing, Land and Property):  With one proviso.  If 

you have put the land in, you have put extra subsidy in.  So, to some extent, the calculations 

will change.  You could choose to use your subsidy to have them all at 30%, if that is what you 

choose to do. 

 

Kit Malthouse (AM):  All right.  So effectively, around this median of 65%, you would allow 

me to create a mixed community, so there could be space for the very poor, space for middle 

income, space for those who earn slightly higher or maybe are progressing from middle income 

into higher paid jobs; junior doctors, those kinds of things.  So effectively, I would be creating a 

mixed community rather than either subsidising people who could afford more but managed to 

get into the property, or indeed housing just for the very poor. 

 

Richard Blakeway (Deputy Mayor for Housing, Land and Property):  I could go further 

and say you could choose, as indeed some estate regeneration schemes have done,  to keep 

existing tenants that you have rehoused on the target rents.  You then have another group at a 

lower rent.  You then have a group at a higher rent.  You then put intermediate.  It would be all 

be market rent and I was just trying to say there is no limit on those. 

 

Kit Malthouse (AM):  So actually, in many ways, what you are proposing is giving councils 

more flexibility to create that nirvana of local government housing that everybody sought over 

the years which is mixed communities. 

 

Stewart Murray (Assistant Director of Planning):  Yes and maximising the number of 

affordable units overall because the 65% is across the programme, not on individual sites.  In 

reality, we are receiving a number of planning applications in exactly the way you described that 

boroughs are progressing flexible arrangements for a whole range of units and affordability.  

Interestingly, a lot of the housing schemes through the boroughs provide for a range of small 

households up to 80% and prioritise the rents for larger family homes more towards the 65% or 

lower. 

 



 

 

Kit Malthouse (AM):  All right.  So you might say, for instance, in a block in Pimlico, you 

would be using higher paid, young professionals effectively to subsidise families who could, 

therefore, live together in the same block. 

 

Stewart Murray (Assistant Director of Planning):  Yes.  So effectively, the REMA policy is 

providing greater flexibility across the affordable rent programme and on a site by site basis, 

boroughs can work with developers and the GLA to ensure there is a range of affordable 

products delivered.  Target rents imposed by the boroughs reduces the flexibility because it 

reduces the amount of choice and products that can be provided and the amount of affordable 

units overall. 

 

Kit Malthouse (AM):  The only other question I had, therefore, was I am not quite clear why 

the level of 65% will maximise the number of units. 

 

Richard Blakeway (Deputy Mayor for Housing, Land and Property):  Because target rent, 

in general terms, is more like about 45%.  So if you were to build everything at 45%, you would 

get less homes. 

 

Kit Malthouse (AM):  Because there is less money. 

 

Richard Blakeway (Deputy Mayor for Housing, Land and Property):  Because there is less 

money. 

 

Kit Malthouse (AM):  OK.  So effectively, you are shifting it upwards with a higher, upper limit 

at 80% on the basis you will get more higher paid people in who will provide more cash to 

subsidise the below target rent. 

 

Richard Blakeway (Deputy Mayor for Housing, Land and Property):  And to create our 

average at 65%. 

 

Kit Malthouse (AM):  All right and within that envelope of 65% and 80%, the boroughs have 

total flexibility. 

 

Stewart Murray (Assistant Director of Planning):  Yes and I think it is also critical to say 

that part of the reason why it averages out at 65% is because of the consideration to the local 

housing allowance caps which is an important principle to people who are on benefit and can 

afford it.  It is interesting, the range within the 22 boroughs who are delivering their own 

programme, and many of them will be delivering rents far lower than 80%, but it is still through 

affordable rent and still through that grant subsidy you are referring to. 

 

Kit Malthouse (AM):  Because they are putting the land in? 

 

Stewart Murray (Assistant Director of Planning):  They put the land in, they put their own 

resource in and it is striking -- 

 

Kit Malthouse (AM):  Then they have to put housing as part of the development. 



 

 

 

Stewart Murray (Assistant Director of Planning):  -- looking at the list of the boroughs 

doing it, many of them will be ones which have been cited during the proceedings that will also, 

on the planning side, be writing to us but, on the housing side, will be bidding for resource.  Do 

you want me to name some?  They are quite interesting.  Do you want to hear some?   

 

Kit Malthouse (AM):  OK. 

 

Stewart Murray (Assistant Director of Planning):  Islington, Barking and Dagenham, 

Waltham Forest, Camden, Croydon, Enfield, Greenwich, Havering, Hounslow, Redbridge, 

Tower Hamlets, Wandsworth, Bexley, Lewisham, Hackney; they are so enthusiastic, they are 

there twice, Harrow, and so on.  There is a quite a range and I think clearly many of those local 

authorities will not be delivering homes at 80% but this is the critical point, which we keep 

making, which is it does not require rents at 80%; there is a whole range of flexibility in there. 

 

Kit Malthouse (AM):  So as long as you average 65%, there could be 10% and one at 80% 

and it depends how big the one at 80% is and how small the one at 10% is.  I personally do not 

see quite what the problem is.  Yes, I do not really. 

 

Len Duvall (AM):  I am almost seeing the light here because those same 22 authorities that 

the advisor wants to tell us about are the same 22 authorities that believe you have failed to 

persuade on this so-called inflexibility.  So let’s run through the names.  Barking and Dagenham, 

Labour; maybe they are a bit anti-Mayor, maybe not.  Bexley, Conservative.  Brent, Labour.  

Camden, Labour.  City of London, not sure about their politics.  Croydon, Conservative.  Enfield, 

Labour.  Royal Borough of Greenwich, Labour.  Hackney, Labour.  Hillingdon, Conservative.  

Islington, Labour.  Royal Borough of Kensington and Chelsea, Conservative.  Royal Borough of 

Kingston, Liberal Democratic.  Newham, Labour.  Richmond-upon-Thames, Conservative.  

Southwark, Labour.  Sutton, Liberal Democrat.  Tower Hamlets, Independent.  Waltham Forest, 

Labour.  Wandsworth, Conservative; a borough that you will know well, Deputy Mayor, and 

Westminster City Council because I do not believe that little exchange that has gone on 

between you and Kit Malthouse. 

 

They do not believe in the bright future that you do, so tell me, tell us why you have failed to 

persuade them this is OK and there really isn’t anything to worry about and there is no fuss and 

affordable housing is safe with you?  Why have these local authorities continued with their 

stance and they are not persuaded by the arguments you are setting before this Assembly? 

 

Sir Edward Lister (Deputy Mayor for Policy and Planning):  I think there are two points 

here.  Firstly, I think you have proved we are party neutral here. 

 

Len Duvall (AM):  The Mayor has no politics.  We have heard it all now! 

 

Sir Edward Lister (Deputy Mayor for Policy and Planning):  I am sure he would want it 

known.  On a more serious point, I think there are two points at play here.  I think there is a 

degree of misunderstanding between the politicians and the housing officials about what is 

going on.  We have several letters here and I had one today from a borough where they were 



 

 

implying that everything was at 80%.  It is not and that is the point we keep on saying.  It is a 

range that is there and what our job is, as we see it, is to maximise the number of units that can 

be produced across London. 

 

Len Duvall (AM):  OK, all right, we will take that.  So the independent inspector, was he 

misunderstanding some of the issues there?  I think the underlying subtext here is we have a 

problem with the drafting and clarity of what you are trying to achieve, and some of the issues 

and assurances you are giving.  Is it not best that you step back and look at the drafting again 

and maybe you still come back with the same but in a different way to give assurances to those 

local authorities across the political spectrum who do not believe the assurances you are giving?  

They believe you are constraining issues.  They believe you are actually doing down affordable 

housing and constraining the way they work.  They all want to maximise housing.  They all want 

to work with you.  They do not want to work against you but there is something wrong here.  

There is something fundamentally wrong when there is such a vast gap between you and them 

and we have not heard anything that tells me that has changed, including letters I have had 

from both Conservative as well as Labour councils. 

 

Sir Edward Lister (Deputy Mayor for Policy and Planning):  At the moment, I would argue 

that we have a system which the boroughs have supported, which is target rent which is set by 

Government.  It is a national structure and the boroughs are arguing in favour of that and I 

think they are slightly misunderstanding what we are saying and I think they are 

misunderstanding what has taken place, that we have moved away from target rent.  It is now a 

very flexible product that is out there and what we have to do is to use the amount of money, 

and we have less and less resources, to maximise the total number of units and to take the 

maximum number of people out of the private rented sector, which is exactly what we are doing 

with this policy. 

 

Stephen Knight (AM):  Yes, you said repeatedly this is a very flexible product but I really want 

to get to the bottom of who it is flexible for because this 65% average figure, as I understand it, 

and I am not an expert in this, but as I understand it, it is a London-wide average and so 

somebody must determine whether the units being delivered in one area are at 80% and in 

another area at 60% or even 40%.  How is that decision taken? 

 

Richard Blakeway (Deputy Mayor for Housing, Land and Property):  There was a 

prospectus published prior to the last Mayoral election I think, at the beginning of 2011, which 

set out the terms for registered providers to bid.  A large number did; a mix of housing 

associations, developers, local authorities and so on.  There are principles clearly set down in 

there.  One of the things which were highlighted, for example, in the prospectus was this issue 

around the  local housing allowance caps and then they are appraised by officers here and 

awarded contracts.  Those individual providers, 60 providers who initially bid, will have their own 

mix in terms of where they are delivering homes on what land and what size and what rent. 

 

Stephen Knight (AM):  Right but who makes the decision as to which units are approved 80% 

and which units are at 40%? 

 



 

 

Richard Blakeway (Deputy Mayor for Housing, Land and Property):  Providers now have 

contracts, so a provider will have a contract to deliver x-number of homes for y-level of grant. 

 

Stephen Knight (AM):  OK.  So the housing association, let’s say, or the local authority or 

whoever is developing the units, will be able to say, “We will do a certain number of them here 

at that and a certain number of them there at this”. 

 

Richard Blakeway (Deputy Mayor for Housing, Land and Property):  They will have an 

overall contract to say they will deliver x-number of units for y-level of grant and then obviously 

as part of compliance against that contract, they will tell us which schemes they are delivering, 

how many units and that is recorded. 

 

Stephen Knight (AM):  Do you sign-off those plans? 

 

Richard Blakeway (Deputy Mayor for Housing, Land and Property):  No, we do not. 

 

Stephen Knight (AM):  So it is up to them basically. 

 

Richard Blakeway (Deputy Mayor for Housing, Land and Property):  Contracts were 

awarded prior to the Mayoral election, as you know, and they were awarded by the Homes and 

Communities Agency and noted here and then we do not sign-off individual schemes, but they 

are responsible for reporting individual schemes which are recorded on our system called IMS. 

 

Stephen Knight (AM):  So what you are saying is the flexibility is with the developer and, in 

most cases, I guess it is the housing association or a borough council? 

 

Richard Blakeway (Deputy Mayor for Housing, Land and Property):  It is the landlords’ 

responsibility.  As the developer, the landlord has obviously been completely -- 

 

Stephen Knight (AM):  Indeed.  So let’s say it is the housing association, and many of them 

operate across many boroughs, it is their flexibility to determine which areas get 80% rent and 

which schemes will get 30%, 40%, 50% rent, as long as the average across all of their schemes 

is 65%.  Is that right? 

 

Richard Blakeway (Deputy Mayor for Housing, Land and Property):  It is an average 

across the programme; not across individual -- 

 

Stephen Knight (AM):  So who decides which?  They have individual averages, do they? 

 

Richard Blakeway (Deputy Mayor for Housing, Land and Property):  Yes. 

 

Stephen Knight (AM):  OK.  So who decides whether that housing association’s average 

should be 50% or 70%? 

 

Richard Blakeway (Deputy Mayor for Housing, Land and Property):  It isn’t.  There are a 

number of assessments which are made -- 



 

 

 

Stephen Knight (AM):  Would that be somebody at the GLA? 

 

Richard Blakeway (Deputy Mayor for Housing, Land and Property):  There are a number 

of assessments which are made before funding is awarded.  For example, how robust are they, 

value for money in various -- 

 

Stephen Knight (AM):  I appreciate that.  I am trying to get to the bottom of who makes 

these decisions.  They are made at the GLA, are they, ultimately, as you are awarding funding? 

 

Richard Blakeway (Deputy Mayor for Housing, Land and Property):  Yes but not on 

individual schemes.  I think what you are referring to -- 

 

Stephen Knight (AM):  No.  I am saying that each developer, who has bid for funding, will be 

set a target for their overall programme. 

 

Richard Blakeway (Deputy Mayor for Housing, Land and Property):  The overall contract 

with the Mayor after a competitive process. 

 

Stephen Knight (AM):  Now presumably some housing associations develop in some areas 

and others develop in other areas, so in a sense, the Mayor will be determining that setting a 

target for one developer, one housing association at one level in one area and another housing 

association in another area with a different target for their programme.  So, in a sense, the 

Mayor is influencing but ultimately, isn’t this really providing flexibility for the Mayor and, to 

some extent, for the housing associations, as opposed to providing flexibility for the boroughs 

who perhaps might understand the needs in their areas rather better than the Mayor or the 

housing association? 

 

Richard Blakeway (Deputy Mayor for Housing, Land and Property):  What we are doing 

is maximising output because more homes are what we clearly need for our economy and to 

meet housing needs for the capital.  I do not think there is any impression that one of the 

responsibilities of the Mayor is to maximise housing outputs, housing numbers. 

 

Stephen Knight (AM):  As long as they are affordable presumably and that has to be the test 

because more homes that people cannot afford to live in is not really helping the problem. 

 

Richard Blakeway (Deputy Mayor for Housing, Land and Property):  What you are seeing 

across the programmes is an average but you are seeing substantially below market rents which 

are more affordable obviously than the market equivalent and I think maximising the output of 

submarket housing will, therefore, help those households you are clearly concerned about. 

 

Stephen Knight (AM):  OK.  I have another issue which is to do with the target splits between 

the subsidised rent provision and the intermediate housing provision of 60/40.  That target of 

60/40 was originally based on 60% social rent, or target rent level, and 40% intermediary and 

presumably there was an assessment there of the need for basic needs, housing for people on 



 

 

very low earnings against the intermediate housing.  You are including, within these changes, 

the affordable rent model entirely within that 60%, aren’t you? 

 

Richard Blakeway (Deputy Mayor for Housing, Land and Property):  Yes. 

 

Stephen Knight (AM):  Would you not accept, whilst within that range of 80%, perhaps those 

being delivered at 40%, 50% are equivalent to social rent housing but if you are delivering units 

at 80% market rent, are they not really more intermediate housing in terms of the need they are 

meeting? 

 

Sir Edward Lister (Deputy Mayor for Policy and Planning):  I would just argue that the 

60/40 split is not something we changed.  That has been in the plan. 

 

Stephen Knight (AM):  No.  What you have changed is the definition of affordable rent within 

that, the definition of the 60%.  So what you have done is you put all the affordable housing, 

and you said this is a very flexible range from 80% right down to 10%, and what you are doing 

is you are including all of this within the 60%.  What I am suggesting to you is wouldn’t it be 

more reasonable that some of it might be included in the 60% and some of it more akin to 

intermediate housing? 

 

Sir Edward Lister (Deputy Mayor for Policy and Planning):  I would argue what we are 

doing is reflecting Government policy and lumping all of it in the 60% is largely always going to 

be affordable rent because the amount of social rent being built is very minimal. 

 

Andrew Boff (AM):  Mr Blakeway, what do you think would be the effect on the supply of 

new housing of boroughs having rent caps in their plans? 

 

Richard Blakeway (Deputy Mayor for Housing, Land and Property):  It would undermine 

the delivery of housing.  It would also be quite difficult, I would have thought, to set rent caps 

which are very, very specific, to the size of the unit and the rent charged on it through planning 

which would inevitably struggle to keep up with the market.  It would clearly lead to confusion.  

There is a whole range of arguments against it.  One of the reasons why target rent, which is 

being used as the comparator, target rent, therefore, is set through a national framework. 

 

Andrew Boff (AM):  Thank you.  Do you know of any moment in history, AD or BC, when rent 

caps have increased the supply of housing? 

 

Richard Blakeway (Deputy Mayor for Housing, Land and Property):  I think there is 

probably a greater weight of evidence of rent caps deterring investment leading to a 

deterioration in the quality of accommodation and also leading to a lack of mobility which 

fundamentally hinders economic performance of those areas. 

 

Andrew Boff (AM):  So you do not know of a moment in history. 

 



 

 

Richard Blakeway (Deputy Mayor for Housing, Land and Property):  I am personally not 

aware and indeed, the history of this country is one of where rent caps did exist at one stage 

and were removed for some of the reasons I have cited. 

 

Andrew Boff (AM):  Of course the rent controlled parts of Manhattan are now shrinking as a 

result of the fact there was insufficient supply.  If you could pick one thing that was one factor 

behind London’s housing problems, what would it be? 

 

Richard Blakeway (Deputy Mayor for Housing, Land and Property):  I think we would all 

agree it was a lack of supply and, therefore, the Mayor’s responsibility is to optimise supply. 

 

Andrew Boff (AM):  So in terms of meeting London’s housing needs, would it not seem 

madness to embark upon policies that stifled supply? 

 

Richard Blakeway (Deputy Mayor for Housing, Land and Property):  Yes. 

 

Andrew Boff (AM):  That is precisely what the proposal of some boroughs is to do is to 

propose rent caps that will stifle supply and this is the unreasonable thing you want to stop 

them doing.  You do not want them to have those caps, do you? 

 

Richard Blakeway (Deputy Mayor for Housing, Land and Property):  I think pursuing 

something which would reduce the number of affordable homes delivered and, therefore, 

leaving households and housing needs with alternatives such as the private rented sector where, 

whilst it can often deliver a good quality of accommodation, will clearly be more expensive 

accommodation, leaving that option for Londoners to either live in more expensive private 

rented accommodation or live in affordable housing and us working hard to maximise affordable 

housing, I am sure we want to pursue that policy and we would want to resist one which did the 

reverse. 

 

Andrew Boff (AM):  Thank you very much.  

 

Len Duvall (AM):  Do you believe that a local council should be able to spend their CIL money 

as they see fit? 

 

Sir Edward Lister (Deputy Mayor for Policy and Planning):  Yes, but, and I am sorry to put 

a ‘but’ into this.  The ‘but’ is, of course, if you are setting CIL levels at a particularly high level, 

you are affecting the viability of a scheme and, therefore, reducing the affordable housing.  

That is the first point to make. 

 

Secondly, I think it is very important that CIL monies are spent on those things which are 

genuinely things which help the infrastructure of that borough, or that area.  For example, we 

have examples where CILs are being set which do not take into account, say, transport, yet the 

most crying need is transport, or not taking into account education when education is the most 

crying need.  All I am trying to say is there is a difficulty with CIL in some boroughs. 

 



 

 

Len Duvall (AM):  Would it help if we tried to paint a picture of that contribution maybe on 

transport?  So Bexley supporting the Gallions Bridge, for instance, using their local CIL in 

supporting strategic infrastructure, is a good example of that sort of collaboration or 

prescription?  I am not sure which.  I think the Inspector describes the wording that you are 

prescriptive in terms of settling the framework for local CILs versus the Mayoral CIL.  Is the 

picture I have painted a fair reflection of a local council supporting a strategic transport 

infrastructure project? 

 

Sir Edward Lister (Deputy Mayor for Policy and Planning):  I am not sure they would 

necessarily support that particular scheme. 

 

Len Duvall (AM):  Can I give you another one then?  Bexley supporting the Silvertown link, 

which is a bit more realistic because lots of Bexley people use Blackwall, do they not?  So would 

that be fair to say in terms of CIL expenditure on a strategic infrastructure project? 

 

Sir Edward Lister (Deputy Mayor for Policy and Planning):  Yes, it would but all too often 

that kind of strategic project is not included within their CIL and that is the point I was trying to 

make.  Often, we are missing some of these strategic schemes and indeed, there is a real 

problem in London that the way some boroughs are trying to introduce CIL is actually bringing 

CIL into disrepute and there is, therefore, other arguments at play here. 

 

Len Duvall (AM):  The London Plan addresses how they spend their money and there is 

guidance about CILs and that comes from National Government.  This is about telling local 

councils what they should be spending it on.  Local councils believe it is local infrastructure.  We 

are introducing, via these amendments today, if it is agreed, a prescriptive version of where that 

money should be spent and the hierarchy of it as their first port of call.  Is it prescriptive?  Does 

it start where you are telling them that is where they should be spending their money, or 

putting it through, or is it a collaborative approach?  If it is collaborative, why have you not 

reflected that in the drafting that is before us in terms of the amendments?  I have a thing 

about the drafting of this document.  I think it is very poor.  I think in terms of what you have 

told us today, you have just confirmed in terms of what you desire to see under the relationship 

of local authorities is not what is on paper or before us in terms for approval. 

 

Sir Edward Lister (Deputy Mayor for Policy and Planning):  This document has been 

written to conform with the NPPF.  I think that is the first thing, so this is very much conformity 

with Government policy and that is the first and foremost reason we have done these changes.  

Next year, when we do the more extensive alterations, is the time I think we pick up other 

issues. 

 

Len Duvall (AM):  So this will come back before us then. 

 

Sir Edward Lister (Deputy Mayor for Policy and Planning):  This will certainly come back 

before you but, what we are saying is these minor alterations need to go through now to bring 

about conformity with the NPPF, so we can move forward fully conformed. 

 



 

 

Richard Linton (Principal Strategic Planner):  Can I add to that?  The CIL changes through 

the REMA were driven by fresh regulations which require boroughs to take account of the 

London Plan in producing their Regulation 123 [of the CIL regulations] list, which is a list of 

schemes they are going to spend their CIL on, and to have accord to the development plan 

which includes the London Plan.  The language of paragraph D of Policy 8.3 that we are talking 

about, and that is conciliatory and collaborative because it begins by saying, “The Mayor will 

work with us”. 

 

Darren Johnson (Chair):  Thank you.  No other Members have indicated, so that concludes 

the questioning this afternoon.  If we can thank the Mayor’s team and the planning officers for 

coming along and answering questions today. 

 


