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M59. Is Policy E1 justified and would it be effective in ensuring that identified needs for 

additional office floorspace are met in appropriate locations in accordance with 

national policy? In particular:  

a) Are the figures in Table 6.1 for projected office employment growth and office 

floorspace demand 2016-2041 in different parts of London justified?  

The HBF is unable to comment.  

b) Would the locations identified in parts C and D have sufficient capacity and be likely 

to deliver the amount of additional floorspace required such that needs in all parts of 

London can be met?  

The HBF is unable to comment.  

c) Are the “office guidelines” set out in Figure A1.4 justified, and is the way in which 

they are intended to be used in the implementation of part D2 clear?  

The HBF is unable to comment.  

d) Would policies E1D4 and SD7A1 provide an effective approach for office 

development in town centres that are not identified as having potential for speculative 

and/or mixed-use office development in Figure A1.4?  

The HBF is unable to comment.  

e) Is the proposed use of Article 4 Directions set out in parts E and F clear and is it 

justified having regard to national policy, bearing in mind the minor suggested change 

to paragraph 6.1.6?  

As we have argued in our response to M8 the supply of homes through the Government’s 

extension of permitted development rights has made a relatively substantial contribution to 

housing supply in London. The full net figures for office-to-residential conversions (excluding 

other PDR conversions) for London since the introduction of the PDR in 2013 are: 

2013/14 2,301 

2014/15 3,629 

2015/16 3,645 

2016/17 6,296 

2017/18 3,000 
(Source: MHCLG Live Table 123) 

 

While it is possible that the comprehensive re-development of some office sites for residential 

or mixed-use may provide more homes, the important point about the Government’s extension 

of PDR rights that is often overlooked, is that it provides homes much more quickly than the 

currently laborious planning process involving: a) securing an allocation through a local plan; 

then b) securing a planning permission, which can sometimes involve a decision by both the 

Borough and the Mayor (in cases where the scheme has to be referred to the Mayor). This 



can take several years. In view of the fact that the Mayor will need to increase housing 

completions by a third or almost double the number (depending on whose statistics you use) 

over the next ten years, it might be unwise to encourage the boroughs to ‘turn off the tap’ on 

this source of supply through the DLP.  

One could argue that the Government’s extension of PDR rights results in the sub-optimal use 

of land in commercial use and that a more rigorous plan-led approach to the redevelopment 

of such land will assist in delivering both the steeper housing targets while also safeguarding 

commercial space. However, the Mayor’s evidence to support whether this is the case is weak. 

We have looked at the Ramidus Consulting. London Office Policy Review. GLA 2017: 

Supporting places of work: incubators, accelerators, co-working spaces report. This is largely 

a mix of advocacy, case-studies and anecdote. The evidence of need is sketchy. It does not 

provide a solid evidence base to justify the Mayor’s encouragement to dis-apply an important 

national policy designed to alleviate the housing crisis.  We note the following on page 3 of 

the London Industrial Land Supply & Economy Study, GLA 2015: 

There is approximately 83,227m2 of office (B1a) floorspace in designated industrial areas in London 
with prior approval for office to residential conversion. There is recognised to be a potential for areas 
containing prior approvals for such conversions to experience a loss or erosion of their functionality as 
designated industrial land through introduction of land use incompatible with industrial uses. Over 
time, land adjacent to these sites of conversion to non-industrial uses could be prone to further 
release of industrial land.  

 

This figure relates to land in designated industrial areas. While we accept that the conversion 

of office to residential through permitted development rights may incrementally erode the 

functionality of designated industrial areas, we do not feel there is a case to extending this 

principle to all other areas, including Non-Designated Industrial Land and commercial areas 

such as town centres (i.e. areas outside of designated industrial areas).  

  

Before it was deleted in the Minor Changes, the DLP had acknowledged that a process more 

in keeping with the NPPF 2012 would be appropriate, whereby restrictions on PDR rights 

would evidence-based and introduced through local plans. As paragraph 6.2.6 had stated: 

“Evidence to assess the reasonable prospect of workspace being used for business purposes should 

include strategic and local assessments of demand and supply, and evidence of vacancy and marketing 

(for at least 12 months…)” 

It is unclear why this sentence has been removed from the DLP. However, the approach 

outlined in the statement had been consistent with the NPPF 2012 and particularly paragraph 

22 which states:  

“Planning policies should avoid the long-term protection of sites allocated for employment use where 

there is no reasonable prospect of a site being used for that purpose. Land allocations should be 

regularly reviewed. Where there is no reasonable prospect of a site being used for the allocated 

employment use, applications for alternative uses of land or buildings should be treated on their merits 

having regard to market signals and the relative need for different land uses to support sustainable local 

communities.” 

Whether it is necessary to safeguard all categories of employment land is something that 

should be explored through the local plan. As the Mayor does not have the evidence to support 

his encouragement through policy for the deployment of more Article 4 Directions in Part E of 

the policy, Part E should be removed.  

The decision as to whether it is appropriate to extend the use Article 4 Directions to counteract 

the Government’s policy should be matter for the borough to decide. In making this judgement 



the borough will want to undertake a local, or sub-regional analysis in conjunction with other 

boroughs, of the current state of supply of office space, versus future projected employment 

needs, and the demand for such sites.  

We acknowledge that the DLP only encourages London LPAs to extend the use of Article 4 

Directions but the policy will be cited by those who are opposed to the Government’s 

liberalisation of permitted development rights and it will be used to apply pressure on the 

boroughs to issue more Article 4 Directions.  

The HBF does not support the growing deployment of Article 4 Directions to frustrate national 

policy. Article 4 Directions should be applied sparingly. If the national policy is bad, then local 

government, the agencies of the local state, and the public should make the case to central 

government for its repeal. 

f) How would Policy E1 affect the implementation of Policy GG4 “delivering the homes 

Londoners need”? 

It is hard to say. It probably will not help in view of the high level of need over the next ten 

years. As stated above, PDR provides a fast-track to completions.  

g) Would policy E1(G) be effective in ensuring the availability of an adequate supply of 

low cost and affordable office space? 

The evidence-base to support this policy intervention by the Mayor is weak. The part G and 

Policy E2 should be deleted. The need to retain business space and the need to introduce 

any policy to integrate low-cost business space with other uses, will have to be matter for the 

London LPAs to explore, having regard to their local evidence base.  
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