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London Assembly Planning Committee – 11 July 2019  
 

Transcript of Agenda Item 8 – Mayoral Planning Decisions Powers – Panel 1 
 

 

Andrew Boff AM (Chair):  Now that moves us to the main item of the day, Item 8, the mayoral planning 

decisions and powers. 

 

First of all, can I welcome our guests?  You will be in two tranches.  For the first half hour we have 

Jules Pipe CBE, who is Deputy Mayor for Planning [Regeneration and Skills], and Juliemma McLoughlin, who is 

Assistant Director for Planning at the Greater London Authority (GLA).  Did I get that right in both cases? 

 

Let me launch with the first question, if I may.  Obviously, we are interested in whether the system is working.  

We had a briefing from Juliemma McLoughlin just the other day about the process. 

 

To Jules Pipe [CBE], could I ask, that the last review of the protocols for conducting representation hearings 

took place by Mayor [Boris] Johnson in February 2016.  Following the 11 hearings that have now taken place 

under Mayor [Sadiq] Khan, have there been any lessons learned in terms of revising the protocol? 

 

Jules Pipe CBE (Deputy Mayor for Planning, Regeneration and Skills):  The process that is undertaken 

at City Hall for callings does mirror very much borough procedures.  I would have to think that somehow there 

was a reason for departing from borough procedures, and I have to confess that nothing occurs to me or has 

occurred to me. 

 

Both borough procedures and City Hall procedures are in need of updating, certainly, and so, to that, I 

probably would say, yes, there are improvements that could be made to the system.  There are major 

improvements down the line coming forward through the implementation of tech.  Both local [borough] and 

City Hall processes will be improved by the availability of three-dimensional (3D) imaging of applications.  

Perhaps this is more local [borough] than City Hall, but both will benefit from e-notification to residents about 

applications.  Subject to two thirds of the boroughs agreeing, the impending introduction of the automation of 

the London Development Database will revolutionise it.  It will certainly enable far better e-notification than 

we would be capable of now or any borough would be capable of now.  There are plenty of improvements to 

be made both in people’s appreciation and understanding of schemes through 3D imaging and in their 

awareness of schemes. 

 

As far as specific call-in goes, if I were to think of things that could change that are in response to suggestions 

or complaints that have been made in the process, there has been only one thing and that is that on two 

occasions we have been asked to extend the consultation because it fell over a particular holiday period.  In 

both cases, we acceded to those requests and the consultation time was extended.  As I say, without any 

member the of public or anyone else making further suggestions to me, I am not really on the front foot of 

suggesting other changes than I have already outlined. 

 

On the two cases, one was the Newcombe House case in Kensington and Chelsea and that was during the 

summer holidays.  We increased the consultation by 20 days, going to 51 days in total.  The other one was the 

Beam Park one. 

 



 

 

 

Juliemma McLoughlin (Assistant Director, Planning, Greater London Authority):  Yes, and we 

extended the time period on that one. 

 

Jules Pipe CBE (Deputy Mayor for Planning, Regeneration and Skills):  Yes.  Sorry, I do not have the 

number of days for that, but we extended that one as well. 

 

Andrew Boff AM (Chair):  You mentioned the fact that we have tech coming into play here and, hopefully, 

there is going to be more application of tech, allowing -- 

 

Jules Pipe CBE (Deputy Mayor for Planning, Regeneration and Skills):  Greater knowledge and 

engagement. 

 

Andrew Boff AM (Chair):  Absolutely.  Do you think that is going to result in a change, however, in the 

deadlines for consultation, in terms of the procedure for consultation as well or the protocols that you adopt 

for calling in and determining applications? 

 

Jules Pipe CBE (Deputy Mayor for Planning, Regeneration and Skills):  There are a couple of things 

there.  One would be, again, coming back to my point about what applies here and what applies to local 

boroughs in handling these things.  Also, here, of course, it is bound within the 2008 [Planning] Act and the 

guidelines that followed from that in 2009.  I imagine that what you are proposing is to perhaps make 

representations to the Government to make suggestions for changes.  I would have to ask Juliemma because 

we are probably treading on ground there that is really in the realms of the length of time officers have to do 

the job that they have to do at the various stages, rather than something where the Mayor or I deal with the 

issue. 

 

Juliemma McLoughlin (Assistant Director, Planning, Greater London Authority):  Yes, you make a 

very good point and, if I honestly answer, I do not know.  The impact of tech and how it really transforms the 

way we communicate will have to be a collaborative process with the Government because it is the 1990 [Town 

and Country Planning] Act that sets the statutory time periods that bind us and bind local authorities.  If you  

dial tech into that, none of us yet know just how that would change those timeframes and so it is about 

watching this space. 

 

Certainly, if there are things that we can do when we are more tech-ready in about 12 months, we would be 

looking to be on the front foot and at the cutting edge of how we are far more transparent and engaging with 

Londoners, in the same way we were over the London Plan, increasing the number of correspondences there 

from 400 to over 4,000.  When we say we want people to talk to us, we do really mean it.  We will be finding 

ways to dial in that tech as soon as we can. 

 

Navin Shah AM:  Jules, during the call-in process, the planning applications can change significantly.  There 

can be material changes, which sometimes may bear little or no resemblance to the original application.  Also, 

in normal circumstances when applications are called in, what could you do more to ensure that community 

members are properly consulted, for example, by compelling developers to hold public exhibitions, or have 

from the GLA or the Mayor’s office greater awareness about the complete change in the application during this 

process? 

 

Jules Pipe CBE (Deputy Mayor for Planning, Regeneration and Skills):  We certainly encourage 

applicants and developers to hold further public drop-in sessions and to have a new model if there are radical 

changes.  We cannot compel them but we certainly encourage them.  We certainly do not have the resources 



 

 

 

here to run that level of engagement, but we do run a full consultation period in the run-up to the hearing, as I 

have outlined, which would include any of the revised changes. 

 

I would query as to quite how significant changes have been, though.  There were one or two where they were 

significant but, looking at the 10 or so, yes, sometimes there were one or two additional storeys on a building.  

Bishopsgate Goods Yard will be a significant change and the Greenwich scheme.  I would say that those are the 

two.  The VIP Trading Estate at Greenwich was a significant change, but in that instance, they did do a 

significant -- 

 

Juliemma McLoughlin (Assistant Director, Planning, Greater London Authority):  Yes, we did our own 

engagement with local residents. 

 

Navin Shah AM:  This brings me to a request, which I was going to make after my questioning.  I noticed that 

in terms of called-in applications under the current Mayor, there are 11 applications that are listed and then 

two that are pending decisions, which are Bishopsgate and Pentavia Retail Park. 

 

Can you give us for each of the applications what the original application was and then how it changed during 

the call-in process?  That will give us, application by application, how did the original applications were 

changed and the scale of changes.  That would certainly help our scrutiny considerably.  Can that be provided? 

 

Jules Pipe CBE (Deputy Mayor for Planning, Regeneration and Skills):  Yes.  For all the others, it is 

quite easy to list them, actually, even now about the specific number of units and the additional storeys but, as 

I say, that is quite minor.  For those two cases, Bishopsgate Goods Yard and the Greenwich scheme, yes, 

outside of this meeting, we could supply the changes. 

 

Navin Shah AM:  I can see why you may not be able to compel the developers to consult, hold exhibitions or 

whatever, but certainly you can put in a strong word. 

 

Jules Pipe CBE (Deputy Mayor for Planning, Regeneration and Skills):  Absolutely. 

 

Navin Shah AM:  Indeed, borough councils can also play a part in it because they are engaged right from the 

application stage with developers and with applicants for statutory and going beyond that consultation, not 

only generally objectors but indeed amenity societies and the neighbouring communities.  Surely at call-in 

stage as well, somehow, we have to get to a stage where we are completely transparent in terms of process and 

the communities actually know what the changes are.  It may be one or two storeys and we may consider it 

insignificant, but it is a material change and the community, the stakeholders, need to know what is being 

done and what access they have.  Developers know and applicants know what access they have to the 

authorities, but certainly your community does not know what powers they have and what access they have to 

the GLA team to put forward their views and to be clear that you have everyone’s opinion as to what they 

think about the application during that process. 

 

Jules Pipe CBE (Deputy Mayor for Planning, Regeneration and Skills):  Perhaps Juliemma might want 

to comment on some of the detail there about the opportunities for the public to be engaged that second time 

around. 

 

However, just for me to be clear, those two examples were the ones where there were radical changes.  With 

the GLA’s encouragement; I cannot speak for whether they would have done it without that encouragement; 

Bishopsgate Goods Yard had public drop-in sessions and a new model.  There was a lot of consultation because 



 

 

 

they had a lot of ground to make up, frankly, to get any level of public support for the new proposal, 

considering how it had happened before it went three or four years ago.  There was a lot of engagement there 

with a model and everything. 

 

The second one, the Greenwich scheme, the trading estate, again, there was a public exhibition of the revised 

model, was there not? 

 

Juliemma McLoughlin (Assistant Director, Planning, Greater London Authority):  Yes, and we - the 

GLA Planning team - had several meetings with local residents.  Going back to the original point -- 

 

Jules Pipe CBE (Deputy Mayor for Planning, Regeneration and Skills):  I am sorry, Juliemma, for 

butting in.  That is because they were -- 

 

Juliemma McLoughlin (Assistant Director, Planning, Greater London Authority):  They asked for it. 

 

Jules Pipe CBE (Deputy Mayor for Planning, Regeneration and Skills):  Also, they were at the more 

extreme end of things.  You would be hard-pressed to have done it for all 11 throughout the year. 

 

Juliemma McLoughlin (Assistant Director, Planning, Greater London Authority):  No, we would not 

have done.  When it is minor - and that is why it all goes back to how I will answer your process question - and 

when an application is recovered, all of the people who have made any representations, community groups, 

councillors, any individuals, all of that correspondence comes to us from the borough so that we are aware of 

all of the people who have registered an interest.  We communicate with them directly to say, “this is when we 

will be calling in a scheme.  This is where you can view the scheme.  This is who you write to.  This is the case 

officer”, and we give them all the timeline mapped out so that they have as much chance as possible to write 

to us with their views on any amendments we make.  If they want us to go out to talk to the amenity societies 

and groups and if we can accommodate that wish, we do so. 

 

Navin Shah AM:  You make them aware of this -- 

 

Juliemma McLoughlin (Assistant Director, Planning, Greater London Authority):  Of all the changes, 

yes. 

 

Navin Shah AM:  Not only all the changes but that they are able to actually meet the team to discuss -- 

 

Juliemma McLoughlin (Assistant Director, Planning, Greater London Authority):  Yes, people are 

aware of that.  When a process begins, that is exactly what we do. 

 

Nicky Gavron AM (Deputy Chair):  Jules, when you are calling it in, the boroughs are reminded to refuse if 

they have not already refused.  They have that right.  It could be on needing more social housing, but it could 

also be on other issues like design and so on.  I am thinking about Newcombe House, for instance, and the 

recent forum where both of those applications are going straight into the pavement.  The new build is going 

straight into the pavement and is not set back as they have been.  We know from looking around European 

cities and listening to Melbourne talk about their practices that setting back tall buildings means that you can 

have a proper street scene without all the downward pressures of wind, the sunlight issues and so on.  You do 

not have that oppression and you have wide pavements and all that. 

 

Do you think that you would like to ask the applicants to put in a new application? 



 

 

 

 

Jules Pipe CBE (Deputy Mayor for Planning, Regeneration and Skills):  There is a lot to unpack in that. 

 

Andrew Boff AM (Chair):  You have two more questions to come in 12 minutes and so be as quick as you 

can. 

 

Nicky Gavron AM (Deputy Chair):  The point is that often they need new applications, rather than tinkering 

about with them. 

 

Jules Pipe CBE (Deputy Mayor for Planning, Regeneration and Skills):  On your first point, this Mayor 

has not taken over anything on the indication that it would be refused, nor for non-determination.  They have 

actually reached stage two.  One is lying on the books undetermined - that was Bishopsgate Goods Yard - but 

all the rest have been through a committee locally. 

 

On the issue of Newcombe House, yes, generally starting with a blank sheet of paper would be desirable often 

to get more good design details into a building, but you have to take context into account.  That particular 

location of Newcombe House, which is practically above Notting Hill Gate Station -- 

 

Nicky Gavron AM (Deputy Chair):  Jules, I do not want to get into the detail, it is just the principle of 

maybe - you have all this power - to say, “Look, these are our criteria.  Go away and do a new application”. 

 

Jules Pipe CBE (Deputy Mayor for Planning, Regeneration and Skills):  Yes, but, as I say, in that 

instance it would not have been practical to ask them to move it back from the edge of the pavement.  That is 

not the context of the rest of that street.  What they proposed to deliver there eventually was a very good 

scheme with really good public realm within the scheme that was sheltered from all the hustle and bustle and 

narrow pavements that exists in that location because it is a very busy road there. 

 

What was interesting with that case - and it is pertinent to the questioning about why I called it in - is that that 

scheme, bar the couple of storeys on a back building that the Mayor added, it was essentially the same scheme 

that had gone to an inspector and the inspector had dispensed with all matters apart from the lack of 

affordable housing.  By the time it came to the Mayor, there was really the affordable housing to determine 

and so -- 

 

Nicky Gavron AM (Deputy Chair):  I do understand what you are saying there.  I plucked it out of the air 

because it does come down to the pavement.  I am just trying to think of examples where you might say, 

“Look, that is one detail, but come back with a new scheme”. 

 

Jules Pipe CBE (Deputy Mayor for Planning, Regeneration and Skills):  Certainly that happened in 

Bishopsgate Goods Yard.  It simply did not get determined and then the planning authority and this Mayor said 

to them that that would not be acceptable.  We would not be taking that scheme forward with a few tweaks.  

It had to be a radical change not just because of daylight and sunlight but for many reasons, not least the lack 

of affordable housing.  It has significantly changed. 

 

Juliemma McLoughlin (Assistant Director, Planning, Greater London Authority):  I do not want to tell 

you how to suck eggs, Nicky, but the legislation says that you consider the matter before you.  If we said, “Go 

away and come up with another application”, you would be agreeing with the borough’s recommendation to 

either leave things alone or let it proceed.  Therefore, the two-tier system that London operates would not 

exist because you would just send things back to the borough time and time again rather than the Mayor 



 

 

 

interfering on the strategic matters that are of importance to him.  We do bring in the Mayor’s Design 

Advocates on call-ins to make sure they are of the highest quality. 

 

Jules Pipe CBE (Deputy Mayor for Planning, Regeneration and Skills):  Those two applications are at 

the more radical end in the sense of what we would tolerate here.  Our preference would be that normally - 

and that is shown in the statistics - any major departure we want to see go around the borough again because 

Juliemma’s department is not there to do the heavy lifting for schemes from scratch.  That should be done 

locally at the borough. 

 

Andrew Boff AM (Chair):  We are going to have to move on to the next question.  

 

Tony Devenish AM:  Mine have been partly answered and so I will ask them very quickly and you can say 

they have been partly answered anyway. 

 

What is the Mayor’s view on the applicant’s ability to request the Mayor to call in an application, as was the 

case with Mount Pleasant and Bishopsgate Goods Yard? 

 

Because of time I will also give you the second one.  Does this bypass the democratic process and allow an 

applicant an advantage to avoid local scrutiny? 

 

Jules Pipe CBE (Deputy Mayor for Planning, Regeneration and Skills):  I suppose I would say, yes, it 

does, if it had not been considered locally, but I would not necessarily want to defend either of them.  I am not 

interested in defending those two actions there particularly because they are both unsatisfactory outcomes for 

differing reasons. 

 

Both of those are not examples of there being no local consideration and local democracy being bypassed 

because, actually, both of those schemes were very hotly debated and contested at a local level. 

 

Juliemma McLoughlin (Assistant Director, Planning, Greater London Authority):  For years. 

 

Jules Pipe CBE (Deputy Mayor for Planning, Regeneration and Skills):  It is true that Bishopsgate never 

actually went to Planning Committee in Tower Hamlets and Hackney, but there was certainly a lot of public 

debate.  I suppose we are yet to have an example, I believe, with this Mayor - and I do not think it happened 

under the previous Mayor either - where it was quite low key, nothing got to committee and then the 

developers asked for it to come here for non-determination.  I would feel uncomfortable if that had happened. 

 

Juliemma McLoughlin (Assistant Director, Planning, Greater London Authority):  That has not. 

 

Navin Shah AM:  When an application is called in, do you continue to work closely with the planning 

authority?  Is it able to input into negotiations between the applicant, the developer and the Mayor over 

whatever further amendments that are being negotiated and agreements that may form part of section 106 or 

probably the Community Infrastructure Levy as well? 

 

Jules Pipe CBE (Deputy Mayor for Planning, Regeneration and Skills):  The short answer is yes.  Our 

preference is that the boroughs are involved right from the start all the way to the end in referable 

applications.  We encourage all applications that would be referable to come in for a preapplication discussion 

with officers here and our preference is that boroughs join those discussions at the same time, so that 



 

 

 

everyone is on the same page about what a site is and is not capable of bearing.  Then it goes through the 

local process, referral for Housing Infrastructure Fund stages one and two. 

 

If the borough cannot give permission and refuses and on those relatively, relative to the numbers involved, 

rare occasions that the Mayor will disagree and will call it in, we would still want to co-operate with the 

borough.  The degree to which that happens could be determined by the reasons why it was turned down 

because often the Mayor is calling it in due to the lack of affordable housing.  Sometimes we find it perhaps 

easier than it should be to add some affordable housing considering what we would have hoped the boroughs 

to have done.  There are some cases where height has not been added in yet and it is often the case in stage 

twos as well that the Mayor has been able to negotiate additional affordable housing from the applicant in 

addition to what the borough has secured without changes to the massing of the scheme. 

 

Juliemma McLoughlin (Assistant Director, Planning, Greater London Authority):  That does have to 

do with us having the right highly skilled viability team. 

 

Navin Shah AM:  My main point is that when you are working out or negotiating changes to the original 

application as part of your stage three or call-in process, how much close working takes place with the borough 

council?  To me, that is crucial because they certainly have their own local plan.  They have their own local 

community.  They have their own local aspiration and indeed a major role to play within their own area. 

 

Jules Pipe CBE (Deputy Mayor for Planning, Regeneration and Skills):  We agree with that.  

Bishopsgate is a good example of where that has continued because it was tough to decide whether it should 

go back to the to the boroughs again.  We agonised over that but, in the end, everyone settled on it staying 

here because it had got to that stage.  It had been here for so long and so, as long as everybody continued to 

work together and Tower Hamlets and Hackney were closely involved in it, they were content to leave it here 

and progress it that way instead of starting again at the borough level. 

 

Navin Shah AM:  Thank you. 

 

Andrew Boff AM (Chair):  Do you think developers are quite clear about what is going to be called in and 

what is not going to be called in? 

 

Jules Pipe CBE (Deputy Mayor for Planning, Regeneration and Skills):  No, because it would be 

unhealthy if they did.  They might rely on it and they should not.  As I have said on platforms to numbers of 

developers in conferences and things, when the issue of call-in does come up, we are not interested in doing 

the boroughs’ job.  The call-in process is an appeal route when something needs to be reviewed, not an 

alternative to progressing things as usual through the usual route.  We would not want developers to get the 

impression that they do not have to satisfy what the borough wants and as long as they bring it here we will 

pass it through.  That would be wrong. 

 

Andrew Boff AM (Chair):  How does that answer square with Sadiq Khan’s [Mayor of London] manifesto 

pledge that said that he would set clear guidance for which developments the Mayor will call in, including 

anywhere planning has stalled and where opportunities to deliver more new affordable homes are being 

missed.  Has that guidance been issued? 

 

Jules Pipe CBE (Deputy Mayor for Planning, Regeneration and Skills):  The ultimate guidance will be 

the adoption and implementation of the draft London Plan, but there have been clear staging posts along the 

way such as the Housing Supplementary Planning Guidance (SPG).  That took us as far as we were allowed 



 

 

 

under the existing London Plan to set the expectation for affordable housing because, as you know very well, 

we cannot set new policy but there is certain room for manoeuvre within existing policy.  That allowed for the 

adoption of the SPG and the 35% threshold for fast-tracking.  That gave certainty to developers that they 

would not have to provide full viability information and they could forego a late-stage review if they provided 

35% affordable housing, not on public land - that is 50%-, but as standard and if the tenure split was 

compliant with local policy. 

 

The Mayor will accept, of the 35%, 30% at London Affordable Rent and up to 70% intermediate if that is what 

the borough policy is.  There is plenty of borough policy out there that has 70% low-cost rent and 30% 

intermediate and, to be fast-track compliant for the Mayor, it would have to follow that local policy for tenure 

compliance. 

 

Andrew Boff AM (Chair):  Thank you very much for those replies.  We have hit 2.30pm.  Thank you very 

much. 

 

Nicky Gavron AM (Deputy Chair):  Jules, while we have you here, we just wanted to ask you, because the 

work of the Committee is ongoing on this.  When are you are going to publish the consolidated response to all 

the London Plan EiP? 

 

Jules Pipe CBE (Deputy Mayor for Planning, Regeneration and Skills):  Next week. 

 

Nicky Gavron AM (Deputy Chair):  Thank you very much. 

 

Jules Pipe CBE (Deputy Mayor for Planning, Regeneration and Skills):  There will be two versions.  One 

is the simple black-and-white version.  Then there is a multicoloured version, rainbow-coloured, showing all 

the tracked changes that happened at the different stages, whether they were the early suggested changes, 

the changes made during the EiP and the post-EiP changes at the behest of the inspector. 

 

Nicky Gavron AM (Deputy Chair):  Brilliant. 

 

Andrew Boff AM (Chair):  We look forward to seeing it.  Thank you very much. 

 

Jules Pipe CBE (Deputy Mayor for Planning, Regeneration and Skills):  Thank you very much. 


