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Offices  

 
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?  

 

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?  

 

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?  

 

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?  

 

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?  

 

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

Londoners need”? 

 

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

cost and affordable office space?  

 

 

Policy E1 sets out the policies for: 
•  the type and quantity of offices (E1 A and B) 

•  the agglomerations/clusters in Central London (E1 C) 
•  offices in Inner and Outer London to be consolidated (E1 D) and retained (E1 

E) 

•  use of Article 4 Directions to prevent use of PDRs resulting losses to housing 
(E1 F) 

 
M59 a) Yes – assuming that forecast rates of growth and the occupation 
densities are reasonable.  

 



The forecast growth in office employment shown in Table 6.1 is considerably 
larger than in the current London Plan. On the other hand, the assumption for net 

floorspace per employee is below 10sqm/employee for the first time. This is a 
more realistic assumption than previous forecasts. However, it is not clear 
whether the reduced floorspace/worker has been applied to the bulk of the 

existing stock, whose efficiency could easily be improved through refurbishment, 
and whether this has been factored into the total floorspace requirement. 

 
That needs to be clarified by the GLA representatives at the EiP hearing.  
 

The last few London Plans have been very conservative in the assumptions made, 
often using national average figures, with no assumptions that new offices in the 

CAZ might be occupied at higher densities and/or have higher levels of hot-
desking. Looking ahead 20+ years and making some assumptions about rates of 
redevelopment or refurbishment of existing stock might warrant different 

assumptions about the likely need for additional office floorspace. 
 

There should be more sensitivity testing, especially since considerable 
gains from this source could make a major contribution  

 

          M59 b) Yes. The distribution of new office floorspace is still dominated by 
the concentration in CAZ + NIOD – 59%, whereas the proportion of new offices in 

Inner London is now only 18% of the growth. This would further increase the 
dominance and concentration of offices in the CAZ. London Forum is concerned 
that more offices should be encouraged in Outer London town centres.  

 
            London Forum welcomes the recognition of the role of Outer London town centres to absorb 

the growth suggested in Table 6.1, where 23% of office employment growth is projected to be 

in Outer London. We also note that the annual average rate of additional floorspace 
is forecast to increase in all parts of London, including Outer London, which means 
that although its share will not have changed, there will be a considerable forecast 

increase in the annual amount of additional office floorspace. This marks a 
movement away from what was alleged to be a Zone 1 plan for offices. 

 

The capacity for office growth in each of the parts of London and the ability to 
deliver the amount of additional floorspace, depends on town centre capacity and 

the amount of office floorspace. Since it is not clear what capacity there is within 
town centres and whether sites have been allocated, it is not clear how much can 
be accommodated.  

 
Most of effort has been put into forecasting employment growth, whilst less has 

been done in forecasting supply. A major uncertainty could be whether permitted 
development rights to convert buildings to housing continues, especially if 
redevelopment for housing becomes common.  

 
London Forum is concerned that there is not more emphasis on allocating 

sites in Outer London town centres, to replace losses to housing through 
PDRs and to improve the supply of offices to improve the vitality and 
viability of these centres. Outer London town centres would also be more 

sustainable locations, strengthening the town centres and the local economy and, 
because of their proximity reduce the need to travel, by giving local residents a 

wider choice of jobs. 
 
In the current London Plan there is a Policy 2.16 for the identification, 

development and promotion of Outer London Development Centres. In the draft 



New London Plan that strategic aim is only part G and GA of Policy E8 and 
paragraph 6.8.5 describes what would have to happen to make the concept be 

realised. This subject was researched by the Outer London Commission which 
identified the opportunities for such centres but it is not clear that boroughs are 
implementing that policy. 

 
At the hearing on this matter, the opinion of boroughs and the GLA on this 

opportunity should be explored. Some of the potential Outer London Development 
Centres would require considerable space and/or suitable office accommodation. 
 

PROPOSAL:  
 

There should be an entry in the Glossary to describe Outer London 
Development Centres as places where scattered businesses related to 
film making, scientific studies, aviation services, further education, 

information technology, etc. could be consolidated for growth in suitable 
parts of London. 

 
M59 c) Yes - The “office guidelines” in Figure A1.4 provide a useful scoping of the 
potential for office growth in London’s town centres. It highlights the opportunities 

and capacity for growth. It provides useful guidance for highlighting where 
additional offices could be accommodated. 

 
c)  Yes –  

 

d) Yes – London Forum strongly supports both the retention of existing 
exemptions and use of Article 4 Directions to maintain the supply of office space, 

especially for small offices. 
 

London Forum welcomes the support given to the retention of existing viable 
office floorspace in Inner and Outer London and the Mayor’s support for Article 4 
Directions. However, a considerable amount of harm has been caused by the 

Government’s Permitted Development Rights of conversion of offices to housing. It 
has caused displacement of existing business and social service units from offices, 

office adaptation to dwellings of substandard quality and the reduction of 
remaining office space in Central London below levels suitable for expanding 
enterprises and incoming new businesses. 

 
London Forum considers that the Plan should have a firm requirement for the 

boroughs and the Mayor to perform an objective study of the effects of the 
permitted development rights of offices and light industrial buildings on industrial 
estates. 

 
PROPOSAL: Insert a section AA in Policy E1, as follows: 

 
Boroughs should audit the effects of offices converted under permitted 
development rights to assess the impact and the requirement for 

replacement office floor space. 
 

e) Offices to housing conversions have largely run their course, resulting in a 
reduction of space for small offices. This is now a dwindling source of further 
housing. The small size of units, the poor quality of some of the conversions and 

the lack of affordable housing means that they are not the most appropriate 
contributions to London’s housing supply.  



 
Indeed, the selective way in which the property market has cherry-picked 

buildings for conversion, means that there may now be a need for measures to 
reduce further losses (such as Article 4 Directions) as well adopting polices to 
retain offices above ground floor in town centres and, even, allocating sites for 

new offices within town centres or close to stations. This is exactly what the NPPF 
advocates! 

 
f) Yes. The supply of low-cost/affordable office space have traditionally relied on 

existing small units, in town centres on the upper floors or at the rear of 

properties in commercial use. In much of London, these small businesses are the 
backbone of local economy. Policy E1 G should be part of a strategy to maintain 

the supply of affordable workspace, but London Forum has strong reservations 
about the likely effect of redevelopment, which could well result in the loss of 
affordable workspace as any new workspace would inevitably have higher rents. 

Policy E2 seeks to address this issue. 
 

Paragraph 6.1.3 warns of demand exceeding capacity for offices in CAZ. Due to 
the loss of office space from conversions in other parts of London there could be a 
need of additional office space to support local economies and jobs so Policy E1 

could challenge allocations of sites for housing. 
 

Public transport capacity 
 
Policy E1 C and D: London Forum welcomes the recognition that it is not only 

public transport connectivity that matters but public transport capacity. 
 

However, there is insufficient recognition of the public transport capacity constraints 
in this chapter and in the plan generally, except for paragraphs 2.1.1 and 2.1.11 

(Opportunity Areas), Crossrail 2, 2.4.1 (CAZ), SD8 B (4)(c) (town centres). 
 
Public transport capacity constraints, especially at mainline stations in CAZ such as 

Euston has been glossed over, as have the problems of certain Opportunity Areas, if 
they were ever built out (eg Earl’s Court/West Kensington).  This must be given 

attention in this New Plan. 
 
Para 6.1.2 and Table 6.1: Projected office employment and floorspace: The concept 

of these projections being “a broad monitoring benchmark” rather than policy is 
welcomed. We also welcome the slight shift to Outer London (23% v 20%) from the 

2016 London Plan. 
 
There is a number of locations in the London Plan where not only accessibility is 

mentioned but where capacity needs equal consideration. 
 

Proposal: Policy E1 G: London Forum welcomes the support given to lower cost 
and affordable workspace, but there should be a cross reference to Policy E3 C which 
covers the planning for that workspace. 

 
 

The Opportunity Areas are stated to have the capacity for delivering over 750,000 
jobs, compared with the 619,300 additional office job projections in paragraph 6.1.2. 
It seems surprising that there will be a high number of non-office jobs by 2041 

implied by the difference between those figures. 
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