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Housing Supply continued 7th October 2010 
 
 
Chair:  I had thought we would go straight into the non-conventional sources of 
housing but I see that the Mayor has introduced some further statements this morning 
both I think putting in the general amendment to the section we referred to on 
Tuesday and also I see a note that we will come to later about one of the particular 
opportunity areas. 
 
Andrew Barry-Purssell (GLA) 
Just to introduce the team that will be representing the Mayor during the course of 
today, that will be myself and Mr Lett for the most part but with support from Mr 
Goldberg and Mr Taylor-Valient, particularly when we get onto some of the questions 
relating to individual boroughs.  
 
There are two sets of changes which the Mayor has brought forward, one to the text of 
the policy and the supporting text that we’re talking about this morning and also 
something relating to the Earls Court and Westminster Opportunity Area. I’ll ask Mr 
Lett to deal with this and also the matter that was left over night relating to Professor 
Stevenson’s request. 
 
John Lett (GLA): 
Thank you sir, the first point on the paper which has been circulated, we mentioned 
on Monday and Tuesday that we’d like to respond positively to the needs for 
clarification and this is what this seeks to do. In proposed new paragraph 3.12A we 
want to make clear the Mayor’s commitment is to addressing Londoner’s housing 
needs and we can put that very much at the front.  Then we go onto new paragraph 
3.15 to try to reconcile the two rather complex sets of evidence contained in the 
SHLAA supply side and SHMA demand side/needs side, explaining how in the 
original plan we had a need figure for 32,600 which takes into account all the flows 
and all the notional services and nets let out at that figure.   There was confusion as to 
how that related to the SHLAA side which came out at 32,210.    
 
In paragraph 3.16 we go on to make clear that the more appropriate comparator for 
the SHMA is the 34,900 SHLAA which is not the total net figure ie large homes 
conversion potential has been taken out and that leaves us with a gap of 2,690 
between provision and need.  This gap is actually smaller than in any of the previous 
plans for London.  The 2004 Plan had 10,000 units gap and the 2008 Plan gap was 
around 4,500 homes.  The Mayor is committed to try to address that gap.  There is 
already a clear statement in Policy 3.3 that this is why he has minimum housing 
targets and as we will see later on, as we think about opportunity areas, there is 
particular potential there we think over time to bring these forward.   
 
Experiences certainly show that when you’ve been working on opportunity area 
frameworks, far more emerges in the light of detailed partnership working between 
boroughs and stakeholders, particularly the developers, than was originally 
anticipated by the SHMA.  If I can prejudge the announcement on Earl’s Court, there 
is clearly a good example where we have a SHMA figure of 2000 and we hope to 
bring amendment to the plan that will raise it to 4000.  There are several others but 
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there is no point in changing these figures until we have agreement and ownership of 
them by all parties.  
 
So, with that in mind, we propose to add to policy 3.3 a new overarching statement 
showing the new Mayor’s commitment to meeting London’s housing needs and to 
add as further clarification a new paragraph 3.21A on the way that the Mayor wishes 
to approach targets.  This develops the outline in the Mayor’s opening statement on 
how we attempt to work with targets, to work with boroughs to revise those so that 
they are more sensitive whilst still recognising the commitment that the Mayor has, 
and indeed his strategic obligations, to ensuring or seeking to ensure that London’s 
housing needs are met.   Copies of these are being run off and will be distributed 
shortly. 
 
If I can go on to flag two forthcoming amendments which will be with you shortly.  
The first as already indicated is on Earl’s Court and the proposal to raise the minimum 
housing target from 2000 to 4000 and the second is to support the clarification issues 
raised on Monday and Tuesday the addition of definitions in the glossary to deal with 
housing demand, need and requirement and garden land.  
 
If I could go on to respond to Professor Stevenson’s note.  We do wish to respond 
positively as far as we can and as resources allow. In this particular case, as I have 
already outlined twice, there is information out there to do as Professor Stevenson 
requests and I did a couple of thumbnail examples to illustrate why we didn’t want to 
follow the approach he is suggesting.  The first was a particular point that he wanted 
the various migration flows   As I sought to explain on Monday there are two sets of 
migration flows, there is the one which we have in the Plan which looks at continuing 
significant net outmigration from London in the order of 20,000 and there is the short 
term consideration as to how we should take into account the effects of the recession 
and the issue for the Professor was which one do we run with.  In broad terms it is -
20,000 or -10,000. Do we continue to role forward that -10,000?   
 
Then I went on to cite using NHPAU source, the matter of second homes which was 
in the order of 600 per annum and the number of vacancies in the order of 1000.   
Calculations show 260,000 students currently resident in London and a possible 
dwelling requirement arising from this on the basis of historic trend, just the average, 
would be in the order of around about 1000.  Our best estimate was 1800 per annum 
which tried to reflect the trajectory which we’ve had in recent years, possibly rising to 
2800 if you went to the very top.   
 
Prof Stevenson also wanted information on reducing household size in existing stock 
and as we discussed on Tuesday there is a long term trend in London for households 
to get smaller.  There is a possible issue that they might get larger in the short term 
and, we were recollecting after the session, if you look at the 2004 Plan from memory 
we had the exact same issue then, and we had in fact higher need figure of 38,000 
which was reduced to about 30,000 which would stand as being something 
reasonable.   
 
We are quite happy, Chair to provide this information or ask ORS to supply the 
information.  What we cannot do is reconfigure the SHMA because we have already 
done one we have considered this sort of methodology and we find it wanting relative 
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to the approach taken by ORS.  Now we acknowledge that the ORS process is 
complex, but what it is trying to do is understand better the complex relationships 
between the household flows and different headship rates associated with them and 
their relationship to the housing stock.  This to us is inherently seeking to have a 
better understanding of the housing market, its needs and requirements than one that 
is stacking various sources of demand and supply on top of each other and add them 
all up. As I’ve also indicated, if you follow that approach and add it all up you will get 
a big number and we do a reality check and you will get a range between 42,000 and 
the low 50,000’s depending on how you add the numbers up. We would submit that 
this is a less accurate way than the flow model used by the ORS.  That model and that 
approach has been subject to the SHMA requirements set out by government, it went 
through an effective tendering process, we had a steering group to oversee it, with a 
peer review and subject to scrutiny as part of the London Housing Strategy.  We 
cannot depart from this and we believe this is a more robust basis than that process 
which Professor Stevenson, we think, is implying.   But we are happy for Prof 
Stevenson to have the data. [18.07] 
 
Going onto the supply side issue, which Professor Stevenson has raised.  He has put 
considerable weight on the viability report.  We did that to be absolutely clear we 
could cover any legal challenge.  We did the 35 sites required and this was enshrined 
in the SHLAA methodology and with the boroughs.  The viability report is an extra 
and not a justification to top slice the target down to 26,000. 
 
Chair: 
You mention the NHPAU document.  We have extracted a very brief statement from 
the CLG which says it is up to the Mayor, the partners and this process to arrive at the 
figures, but that the published NHPAU figures may be of some use as background. 
This is in the library as ED145.  Viability will be returned to under design standards. 
 
22.18 London Tenants Federation (Sharon Hayward) 
We would like to return to the issue of figures that must be considered here, which is 
the affordability of private rented sector in London.  London Councils have done 
some quite significant work on this, they’ve done a report and a briefing and we 
would ask at the very least that the panel have these pieces of evidence.  Their 
analysis estimates that more than 82,000 households could be priced out of their 
homes and communities where they live and work. This is a significant sum that needs 
to be added in somewhere into the calculations around what housing is needed in 
London. [Interruption by chair: you’re referring to the changes in housing benefit.] 
Yes, the changes in housing benefit, they assume it will impact on 82,000 who will be 
priced out of their homes and communities where they live and work.  
 
London Councils spoke and undertook to provide the document. 
 
Professor Stevenson: Chair, I’d like to just add to what’s been said by the LTF. I think 
the position we got to the other day was that it may well be that the over provision of 
market housing in the past few years has been taken up through people who otherwise 
would have wanted social rented housing and then been paid housing benefit to go 
into that accommodation. Clearly that situation is going to change in the future and it 
does seem to me to be an extraordinary inefficient way of trying to meet the housing 
needs of those who have a social housing need requirement to put them into private 
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housing and then pay housing benefit instead of providing the social housing in the 
first place. I would like to look at these figures. I would be pleased to work with the 
LTF and perhaps present a paper to you on some of the implications of the impact of 
housing benefit.  
 
Chair: I think there is probably a difficulty in that, since I understand that various 
other action is being taken that may offset some of that.  So we’re clearly in a very 
moving situation. I obviously see that the potential problem is very significant and 
will have to be had regard to.  But taking it to a greater level of detail than that while 
there are clearly other deliberations going on may be difficult.  But obviously I 
wouldn’t wish to stop you seeking to come to any conclusions and put them before us 
if you can but one has to recognise that this examination cannot be held open 
indefinitely while events move on. 
 
Professor Stevenson: I perfectly accept that and we’ll do our best to look at the latest 
and total current information at the time that the paper is produced as we can do no 
better than that.  
 
Chair: It is during this week and next week that we are reconsidering basically all the 
housing issues, save the question of gypsy and traveller provision which we have put 
off until December, so really it does need to come in during this week or at worst 
early next week to allow it really to be taken account of in this process. 
 
Andrew Barry-Purssell: Just for the avoidance of any doubt.  The Mayor’s position is 
precisely the same as that which has been expressed by other people around the table. 
Indeed in the Evening Standard the very evening that we were discussing this on 
Tuesday night there was a number of statements made by the Mayor at the 
Conservative Party Conference about the potential impact of these changes on 
London and why there did need to be a total package which addressed some of those 
issues for all the reasons that have been expressed around the table.  There is a range 
of other things which have a baring on this issue and which at the moment prevents us 
from taking a complete view of the issue.  
 
Professor Stevenson:  The point I wanted to make is to thank John Lett very warmly 
for the work that he has done over the past 24 hours or so and I would be very pleased 
to get those figures.  I didn’t have a lot of time yesterday to look at it further.   I must 
say that when I did I found myself getting deeper into murky water in trying to 
understand the complexity of all of these documents. I concluded that the thing that I 
least understand is the relationship between additional households and their need for 
additional dwellings. I then turned back at the Plan and said well forget what all these 
studies say, what does the Plan say what are we being asked to agree to and looking at 
the figures in the plan I’m afraid I couldn’t make those add up either.   
 
The biggest problem as I say is the relationship between the acknowledged need for 
additional households and the subsequent identification for the need for additional 
dwellings, and there is a big difference between the two in the documents and again I 
want to write a brief note on that this week and present it to you.  
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Chair: There are two ways of looking at this and it rather seems you are trying to do a 
hybrid between the two. 
 
Professor Stevenson: All I’m trying to do is to make sure that the figures that are 
actually in the Plan all add up and as I can see at the moment they don’t.  I haven’t 
said anything about the capacity side, my comments are all on the needs side.  The 
conclusion of the note I put on Tuesday was that if there was to be a higher figure 
than the 26,000 I would hope that this was clearly justified. I’d like it to go up to at 
least 37,000 if that can be substantiated.  I for one would welcome it wholeheartedly.  
 
Town and Country Planning Association (TCPA):  I will restrict my comments to the 
amendments that have been made around the table. The documents given, leave us 
with 3 outstanding issues. The first relates to paragraph 3.16 b where I welcome the 
change on the treatment of conversions and explicit recognition that there is actually a 
supply needs mismatch after all.  I’m concerned that 3.16b as drafted implies that it 
doesn’t matter too much because further intensification in town centres and growth 
corridors will lead to more development beyond that identified in the capacity study 
and therefore correct the deficit.  Our concern is that such further intensification 
beyond that identified in the capacity study may not be compliant with the principle of 
sustainable residential quality as set out in the London Plan and clearly some of the 
experience of some opportunity area intensification that we’ve seen so far does reflect 
that.  Like the Nine Elms opportunities Area plan, there are issues there about the 
density of the proposals relative to the principles set out in the London Plan.  
 
The second point we wanted to pick up was the additional statement in 3.21 A 
referring to the governments position on targets. On Tuesday, a number of us raised 
concern about how alternative, more locally driven targets, could actually be 
developed in a consistent and strategic manner.  What concerns me here is the 
terminology.  In the first line, the reference to the current pre-existing target system is 
highly prescriptive.  That may be the Mayors view, but it seems to me not suitable 
terminology for the use in a document of this kind certainly in the text of policy, it’s 
an opinion rather than one which is necessarily evidence based.  
 
The final point was on para 3.57.  While welcoming some of the rewording here, there 
is a question that given earlier in the amendments where the Mayor has modified the 
housing requirements figure, for comparative purposes from 32,600 to 34,900 because 
of the change of the treatment of supply from conversions. That then raises the 
question about whether there is a knock on affect on affordable housing figure of 
13,200 and the 18,200 requirement   Is it the case that the Mayor is assuming that the 
consequence of the modification of the total housing requirement figure upwards by 
2300 only impacts on the demand for market housing or does it actually change the 
requirement for affordable housing as well, clarification would be useful. However 
what I think is most important in this paragraph which does identify, subject to that 
comment, the mismatch between demand and supply for affordable housing it would 
be extremely useful if this paragraph also disaggregated between the social rent and 
intermediate components because there are targets that are figures that come from the 
60-40 split elsewhere in the policy that I know we will be discussing later but as I say 
this paragraph has been amended consequently should also include mismatch between 
supply and demand on social housing side taken from the housing market assessment 
which shows demand 14560 per annum and supply at only 7920 per annum. That’s a 
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much greater gap than the implied gap on affordable housing as a whole which is 
actually predicated on oversupply of intermediate so I think it’s important indeed that 
the social rent deficit is explicitly identified in that paragraph rather than just the 
overall affordable housing deficit which is somewhat misleading.  
 
Chair: which paragraph is this?  He replies 3.57. (33:20) 
I think the line you refer to about the Mayor he is actually quoting the secretary of 
state’s view on this matter. If it is meant to be a quote then it should be made clear.  
 
Mayor’s representative: It is the Mayor’s view expressed in response to the secretary 
of state’s announcement this is actually a paraphrase of the statements I made about 
housing back on July 16th.  
 
Strategic Land and Planning: 
Just a couple of points risen from what’s been said this morning and also picking up a 
point that was made this morning and last night about migration. Firstly in terms of 
the models that are before you obviously have the ORS model, you have the outputs 
that we’ve produced using the chelmer model in our January submission to you. and 
we would actually say there are some advantages to what might be considered a 
simpler model that is because it is nationally consistent and allows comparison 
between regions. So it is helpful in that respect. Also I think that when you actually 
look at the outputs in our January submission to you and the output of the ORS, at 
least in the short term, on migration load they are quite similar, so one might have 
preference of one model over the other both are telling you similar things however.  It 
does with all projections depend on what you put in. and the question I think that 
came from last night and again this morning was the return to the long-term 
outmigration trend of 20-30,000 and I thought it would be just important for you to 
reflect on that a little bit.  
 
On the presentation we had on Monday we had a chart showing London migration 
flows from 1991 to 2009 on slide three of the presentation given to you. The black 
line on there is the migration into London you will see that half the time its above net 
in migration and half the time its net out migration. So when one just looks at that 
visually it doesn’t appear to suggest a long-term trend of 20,000 people leaving. I 
went back and looked at the input to our projections, and page 24 of our January 
submission highlights the impact of net migration in our models. In the short term 
migration model there is a average net out migration for the city as a whole of 13,460, 
that’s the average taken over the past 5 years (2001-2006), and that’s the input that’s 
been used there.  The long-term migration figure gives us a much higher housing 
demand and need in London.  The figure was a net in migration of 4,140 again that 
figure was taken 1996-2006 so it was over a 10 year period a longer period and those 
figures when one compares them to the net migration flows you’ve been given by the 
mayor’s office tend to reflect if you like what happened over the past 10 years and 
5years it would seem to be reasonable assumptions.  
 
You’re being asked to accept that it’s a reasonable assumption that we will go back to 
a much longer term trend of out migration which goes to 20,000 up to 30,000. Our 
submission argues that you shouldn’t be returning to that at least in the short term its 
proved that Londoners can make that choice to live in London rather than move out if 
conditions are right, and I think that when one looks at the differences that one can 
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identify in terms of London’s net migration flows in terms of recent years, that might 
go someway to explain why the level of market housing has been greater than the one 
projected in 2004.  
 
In 2004 the model was using much older data and was probably projecting that a lot 
of that market demand was going to be met outside London with higher rates of out-
migration. So I understand the point that’s being made about housing benefit being 
used to put people into private accommodation.  Personally I don’t think that’s a bad 
thing because I think everyone deserves a decent property but I don’t think on balance 
reality has been that wrong in the past in terms of market completions and I do think it 
might be something to do with the input to the model in that respect.  
 
Chair: that’s a very interesting analysis, it could also refer to successive London Plans 
in making London an attractive place to live, but obviously there are a lot of 
interpretations that can be put on these different kinds of figures.  
 
43.00 Richard Lee - Just Space Network: 
We’d like to comment on the new changes that have been circulated.  Could I start by 
saying that we’re very pleased that in Policy 3.16 there is an added emphasis that the 
model is over 10 years not over 20 years, so we’re glad that scenario 1 in the SHMA 
is the one that’s being followed.  However, we feel there are a number of gaps and 
that if we’re looking at a robust target and robust policy we would like to see those 
gaps filled in.  Beginning with the issue of the extension of the issue of back log of 
need over 10 years and applying that to the policy as a whole, we are very concerned 
that as far as we can see there is no mention of the word social rented housing in this 
policy at all.   I start that under backlog of need because clearly the backlog 
particularly refers to the evidencde need of Londoner’s for more social rented 
housing so we feel that this lack of acknowledgment within the policy of social rented 
housing is a very serious omission given the findings of the SHMA.  
 
We strongly support the amendments sought by the TCPA in terms of an open and 
transparent recognition of the problem of under-provision of social rented housing on 
the one hand, and oversupply of market housing on the other hand   I acknowledge 
this provoked some controversy on Tuesday, but I think the evidence from LTF on 
Tuesday afternoon comparing the need in 2004, and how this was followed through in 
terms of delivery, was extremely strong evidence that in fact what the TCPA are 
stating is absolutely correct in terms of where the under-provision and over-provision 
stands.  We would like to see that referred to in the policy.  
 
We noted that during the debate on Tuesday there was some reference to whether or 
not the SHMA needed to be reviewed and updated and we thought we heard from the 
GLA that there was support for doing that,. , Indeed there is some mention in the 
reword of 3.21A about carrying out reviews.  However, this compares rather poorly 
with the policy 3.8.1 in the existing Plan 2008 which set a specific review date, if my 
memory is correct I think it set a date of 2011 when that was going to be reviewed. Of 
course that work is being done, but my point is that the existing plan set a specific 
review date, whilst the wording that we’re presented with doesn’t set a specific review 
date.  I think that especially given the very strong arguments on the new impacts 
around housing benefit, which I think everyone accepts is going to be a major change 
on the results of the SHMA, surely that suggests that there should be an early as 
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possible review and update based on the housing benefit changes and we would like 
to see a date put in the plan for when that review will be completed by.  
 
We remain concerned about two further issues which we feel could usefully be added  
in terms of the text and policy of the plan.  The one is around density, we’re going to 
come on to that tomorrow, but I think that it has to be acknowledged within the 
housing technical note, there’s several references here that the overall figure the GLA 
is presenting is a figure based in part on 50% of new sites being at the upper end of 
the density range. We think that’s a change in policy and we would like to see the 
mid-point density persisted with.  Obviously we’ll debate that tomorrow but I think 
given that there is assumptions in this calculation around a number of the sites 
producing at the upper end is a false assumption ALTER and I think we need to have 
a text that’s very open about this, either saying yes we are assuming 50% of the upper 
end or to say the aim is mid-range of density, I think there needs to be some openness 
about that. 
 
Finally, and this really follows on from the density level issue and the calculation one 
derives from that, we note that in the current London plan paragraph 3.16 the strong 
relationship between the delivery of the target and the provision of transport, social 
infrastructure, open space that this is acknowledged quite openly and explicitly that 
the delivery has to be seen as linked with those other environmental, social and 
infrastructure requirements. We’re not satisfied that that linkage is explicit within this 
policy at the moment and therefore we remain concerned that this isnt a policy at the 
moment that is based on evidenced housing needs and meeting of other standards 
within the Plan. We think it’s far too much about satisfying the market and we want to 
see that balance restored.  
 
49.00 Chair: I think I can anticipate a response about the Plan being read as a whole  
 
London First (Judith Salomon) : 
Just briefly to say that we do support the SHMA process GLA have been through. 
You’ve heard that we do think the overall target should be higher but the key issue 
that I think we’re all concerned with around this table, is about increasing the delivery 
of homes and that means attaining the targets in the plan and making sure that policy 
support delivery of housing.  Finally we are concerned that any attempts to constrain 
market supply will simply constrain delivery of social housing. 76% of social housing 
in London was delivered last year through the planning process and I suspect the 
proportion will increase as the level of grant decreases. So we have to be careful that 
we ensure that the delivery of all housing and not trying to restrain one area which 
will restrain social housing.  
 
London Councils: 
we’re more than happy to submit the evidence we have and that is what a number of 
colleagues who have calculated the number of families that will be affected by the 
housing benefit change, we’ve also conducted a survey of private sector landlords to 
try and find out what the appetite will be from the landlord sector to continue to 
provide accommodation for people in the receipt of benefits. I very much accept John 
Lett’s point that he made on Monday that this is uncertain and we can do our best to 
predict it. He mentioned on Tuesday that there will be a refresh of the SHMA in 2012 
and I think that’s appropriate as the housing benefit changes will come in the first 
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stage April 2011 and the second stage October 2011 so we will very much welcome 
that refresh taking place at the end of 2011/12.  
 
Consortium of London Developers: 
I think we’d support the points made by the London First in their statement and we 
welcome the proposed changes that the Mayor’s told today and particularly the 
clarification of the issue of the gap.  I think this reinforcement of the position that the 
targets are intended to be met, and we in our statements recognise that we think the 
complexities in the methodologies in the SHLA and the SHMA that clearly we do 
need to have targets in the plan and that they have to I think give the weight that we 
need to secure the delivery of homes which is the top priority. I think a slight 
observation, even the target set wherever you come to it is going to be a challenging 
target and if you have a look at the delivery of net additional homes over the past two 
years in the London monitoring report we’re nudging towards the figure proposed but 
its been difficult to achieve it. So wherever the figure is set I think we have to 
recognise that delivery is the key factor and subsequent planning policies, we want to 
debate some tomorrow, I think need to be framed in that delivery so there is a clear 
relationship between the two.  
 
51:38  
Mr Lett (GLA) 
if I can return first to Professor Stevenson I got the impression and I might have 
misheard that he is proposing that we somehow use the figures directly from the 
model and use those through the planning system to constrain market housing so that 
we can build more affordable housing. perhaps that was a misunderstanding then.   
 
The London Plan works in parallel and legally has to be integrated with the London 
Housing Strategy and part of the answer for the need for affordable housing is that it 
has to be financed and that is essentially a short medium term issue for the strategy. 
That’s what sets London’s housing investment plans and brings them into line with 
the government’s proposals. As we know, very shortly we will have a new set of 
those and our understanding is that the London Housing Strategy will be revised to 
reflect those. I would also draw attention to sections of PPS3 which provide guidance 
on the use of SHLA’s and SHMA’s.  They are not intended to be used in isolation, 
they are intended to be informed by a series of other factors to make them realistic, to 
take true account of what is or as true as one can get of what is deliverable and 
certainly our policies are phrased to reflect that guidance.  
 
From the strategic land and housing partnership I can see that the CLG model, which 
is effectively what I think is being set up out there, has the advantages the attractions 
of simplicity.  We do of course use it ourselves as a check, but we are not convinced 
that that is the best way to try to understand the complexities of the London housing 
market. With a hypothetical self-contained housing market centred on market towns 
in middle England it might work very well but with a city the size of Switzerland, 
with tremendous diversity, we need something rather more sophisticated than that.  
But on the other hand, we have tried to maximise housing provision to meet London’s 
pressing needs.  That was the bottom line of the housing partnership.  
 
56:16 On Just Space’s point on the backlog of need, meeting it over 10 years rather 
than 20 years, that shows that the Mayor is responding ambitiously to the challenges 
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facing London in meeting its housing requirements.  It would have been very easy just 
to solve  statistically, almost a statistical sophistry, London’s housing requirements by 
saying no we will do it over 20 years and indeed there is an option which 
demonstrates that that is feasible in statistical terms.  Again it comes back to the use 
of these models, just how far do you go in having balance sheets and arithmetic 
solutions to what is a real problem facing London.   
 
On the timing of the SHMA and indeed the timing of the SHLAA revision we will do 
them as soon as possible.  There is, of course, as ever a resource implication on this. 
The Mayor has given a very clear indication that he wants the SHLAA refreshed and 
be done as soon as possible and there is a great deal of sense in trying to do the 
SHMA at the same time in parallel with it.  But, we also need to be integrated as far 
as possible with the London Housing Strategy because there is little point in having a 
review of the spatial plan which is not integrated with the investment plan. So we will 
try to do the two together and we are certainly internally thinking about a work 
programme, as London Councils indicated, towards 2011 and 2012.  
 
58.00 On the London First point about London targets, well we have them down we 
are committed to try and exceed them.  
 
The realism as the consortium has pointed out is challenging not least in the 
immediate term.  However, London has a history of rising to the targets which 
initially it set for itself and more recently over the last 10 years have been set by the 
Mayor in partnership with the boroughs.  We would hope to exceed them just as we 
exceeded the 30,500 we hope to rise now to the 32, 210 probably not in the medium 
term we’ve had a 50% fall in the approvals recently. The fall in completions is less, 
but it will take some time to recover which is one reason at why we have cast the 
targets as approximating to the average over the 10 year term.  So we’re realistic 
about that, so that the boroughs are not penalised by the planning system, in bringing 
that provision forward.  
 
Andrew Barry-Purssell (GLA): I’ve just got a very small number of slightly more 
general points to make. In response to the point the town and country planning 
association made about intensification in opportunity areas. I think the approach the 
Mayor wants to take to density policy is clear from the policies that we will be 
discussing tomorrow.  The general approach which will be taken is clear from that. It 
is really a matter that has to be looked at, opportunity area by opportunity area by the 
Mayor in consultation and discussion with local communities, boroughs and other 
stakeholders in drawing up opportunity area planning frameworks.  
 
They also took us to task of being in their words “emotive” in description in the 
current target setting process. As I said in response to your point sir, that is an 
expression pure and simple of the Mayor’s views and I think that some of the 
discussion that we have had today and on Tuesday does show that the current system 
does at times mean that there is a concentration on technique and a concentration on 
process at the expense of the point of outcome.  I think that was actually some of the 
interchange discussions we were having with the boroughs where we actually talked 
about what this meant on the ground and just really shows and demonstrates that fact.  
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The Mayor has said that he will carry out a review, he has made it clear that that 
review will be an inclusive one we want to work very closely with the boroughs we 
want to work very closely with the whole range of stakeholders including the TCPA 
and we would welcome their involvement and the unique perspective that they would 
bring to sorting out a new more satisfactory process.  
 
As far as the question that they raised about implications for affordable housing and 
the split between social renting and intermediate housing, the Mayor’s current 
position is that paragraph 3.57 as amended is adequate but this will also be a matter 
that we will discuss in much detail next week.  
 
Let me deal quickly with what the strategic land planning trust said about migration 
figures.  I think we’ve explained at the technical seminar and indeed in the comments 
that Mr Lett made on Tuesday and the evidence on which we have drawn it to find the 
assumptions that we are making about migration and the reasons for it.  I think that 
looking at the charts that were put in front of all of us at the technical seminar, its 
important to look at things like the timescale. It is very easy to show a graph of very 
small scale which shows things to be jumping up and down and indeed one of the 
graphs that we’ve presented shows that. but it does have to be born in mind that we 
are talking about a plan that is to cover a 20 year period and the point about strategic 
planning is that you have to look at the jumping up and down, you have to understand 
what it is that’s behind it and you have to think about the factors behind it and how 
they are going to play out over the longer period.  
 
For the reasons that Mr Lett and Mr Hollis explained at the technical seminar and on 
Tuesday we think that the assumptions we’ve put are soundly based on evidence and 
there is a compelling narrative based on real world developments, for example the 
enlargement of the European union and the current economic downturn and the 
consequences that has for people moving around the country, to say that the 
assumptions we’re making are reasonable and evidence based. There is no virtue in 
simplicity for its own sake, London’s housing market is complex, the flows of people 
that give rise to housing demand are complex and it is inevitable that anything that 
robustly reflects that situation is going to be complex in itself.  
 
1:06:40 
Just very quickly going to deal with some of the points Just Space Network raised. 
They asked for something in the Plan that set a time scale for reviews. In fact, what 
we have done in the replacement plan is move the reference which is currently in 
paragraph 3.17 in the adopted plan.  You will now find exactly the same reference 
now in paragrapth  C of  Policy 3.3..  So, we give exactly the same indication but we 
have also said, both because of the announcement that was made by the Secretary of 
State in the summer and reinforced by a number of areas of uncertainty which we 
have discussed during the course of the debate, that there is a need for something to 
be done to a much quicker timetable.  I think the Mayor made a very clear statement 
about the timetable he wanted to see that taken too, in responding to the secretary of 
state’s statement. I reinforced that yesterday. As I say, we will be preceding as quickly 
as we practicably can within the constraints of the resources that Mr Lett mentioned 
and the constraints of the formal process for bringing forward alterations to the plan 
within the constraints that they impose.  I wouldn’t want to set out a detailed time 
table in the plan because I’m not sure that’s the appropriate place to put a detailed 
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time table.  We haven’t really started scoping out how that review will be carried out. 
When to convene a steering group for example and who would be on the steering 
group and it wouldn’t be right to try to put a detailed target in the Plan at the 
moment. 
 
As far as the link with housing and infrastructure is concerned I’m not going to 
disappoint you by saying there is no need to refer to the plan as a whole, but also 
want to draw attention to what is said in paragraph 3.12 which is the first paragraph 
in the draft plan which deals with housing. This talks about “With a growing 
population of more households there is a need for more homes for Londoners meeting 
a range of needs of high designed quality and supported by the social infrastructure 
essential to a good quality of life will be a particular priority over the period covered 
by the Plan. This section of the plan brings together sections on housing requirements 
and supply including affordable housing, design and quality. It also covers social 
infrastructure such as health education and sport”. So I don’t have to rely on look at 
all the policies, that link is explicitly made in first paragraph of the section dealing 
with housing. I’m not sure really how plainer we could make it. That’s all I’d like to 
say at this stage.  
 
Chair: 
You didn’t comment on the point about density assumptions that Mr Lee made. My 
understanding was that, in terms of potential sites, you were assuming the mid-range 
of the density but in a sense to counter any of the concerns over viability the comment 
had been made that some of them could then perhaps go up, but that in a sense isn’t a 
simple answer to the statement. I don’t know whether you or Mr Lett wanted to make 
a comment on that.  
 
Mr Lett: 
As far as the SHLA goes we took the mid point on the potentials  We’ve inherited a 
very substantial amount of capacity from existing planning permissions some of which 
are higher, quite significantly. The way the policy is intended to operate in the future, 
in development control and through reflection in LDFs, is that we provide the broad 
range and give the boroughs flexibility to interpret that in the light not just of the 
matrix itself, but of the concerns to secure the character of the surrounding area and 
the public transport and the social infrastructure that Richard mentioned and then to 
come to a view. This is not a one size fits all straight jacket that you must go to 50% 
or to 75%, it will vary from circumstance to circumstance. 
 
1:08:20 
 
Non-Conventional Sources (student housing) 
Chair: 
We can now move on to the question of non-conventional sources of supply and in 
particular of student housing. I know there are those who are wishing to come in on 
this, the TCPA and SLP had got comments on this but there are probably others.  
 
TCPA: 
if I can go back to discussions at previous EIPs over the way in which student housing 
was treated and the extensive debates and agreement that student housing has been 
treated as something separate from affordable housing I think that decision at the time 
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was a correct decision, what we now have is a sort of new debate perhaps on whether 
student housing should be treated as housing at all and this goes back in a sense to the 
issues of land use classification because the issue of non-self contained housing and 
hostels is a separate land use classification which is why the student housing was 
treated from the 2000 report plan onwards primarily being a component of non-
conventional supply together with what then were some single homelessness hostels 
and some nurses hostel accommodation which was non-self contained.  
 
The position however on student housing development has become somewhat more 
complex in that a lot of student housing being built now is at least technically self-
contained and therefore same land use classification as general needs provision. That 
however doesn’t mean its available as general needs housing and where student 
housing is not used as student housing during the vacations its generally used for 
some kind of a service letting or semi-hotel type arrangement and therefore that in a 
sense is a separate classification.  However, the fundamental starting point I think 
here has to be to what extent student housing demand is counted adequately in the 
SHMA and I think there are remaining issues about the difficulty of both accounting 
existing student demand especially where the students live in different locations in 
different parts of the year but also with the very changing pattern of international 
student demand.  
 
There have been a number of studies, including the GLA’s recent work, on trying to 
identify a long term student demand which is a very helpful piece of work that still 
has to make some very heroic assumptions about future changes not just in terms of 
student numbers but where the students are coming from and what accommodation 
they have and whether that accommodation is going to be provided on campus 
provided effectively through leasing some existing stock or students housed in the 
open market. Clearly as higher education, at least to date in London, has expanded at 
a significantly higher rate than the population growth as a whole and increased 
importation of students from the rest of the country and especially the rest of the 
world there’s been a very significant increase in international student demand.  If any 
of you are familiar with the debates on government policy on higher education 
funding and I myself having worked in a higher education institution is familiar with 
the extent to which the higher education sector is increasingly dependent upon fees 
from international students to maintain the higher education sector in this country, so 
consequently the number of international students who will require accommodation is 
therefore likely to increase at possibly a higher rate than the projections that are in 
recent research.  
 
The second component of this issue leaving aside the housing requirements side is 
how student provision is treated in capacity terms. Now some of the original 
assumptions in previous capacity studies including the 2004 study was that non-
conventional supply would not necessarily require sites to be identified. The difficulty 
therefore is that the non-conventional supply side is not actually site based and 
therefore doesn’t take into account that the capacity maybe taken for student housing 
from the capacity identified for general needs supply. In fact, I remember some of the 
adjustments made on the 2004 targets - in one borough there was a specific 
adjustment because there was a recognition that some of the general needs housing 
capacity was being used for student housing which wasn’t effectively counted as 
available for general needs. Increasingly, especially in the higher education sector in 
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London where in many cases there is accommodation being built as student housing, 
there is an active part of the market actually using sites which in some cases could be 
used for general needs.  
 
Now one technical solution is to actually move to a separate land use classification for 
student housing even where that housing is self-contained. So a local planning 
authority can make an explicit decision whether to provide for student housing or 
general needs housing on a specific site. One would assume that most local planning 
authorities would take the decision that student housing should only be provided on 
sites not suitable for general needs housing in terms of required amenities and social 
infrastructure  That’s not to say that students don’t need certain amenities but their 
demands are somewhat different and more temporary than the needs for permanent 
housing.   
 
The conclusion from this is that we are moving to a situation which is probably most 
appropriate not just in the current position of the student housing not being the same 
category as affordable housing but to treat student housing as a separate demand and 
therefore to be met through separate identification of capacity outside the basic 
assessment of capacity to meet general needs housing.  In other words, as a separate 
set of needs and supply analysis. That of course though raises the issue about to what 
extent that will generate additional need for land possibly slightly different land than 
used for general needs but land nevertheless.  I think that further raises the issue that 
if you add students onto the overall housing requirement as an additional category that 
that does take in general needs and student housing together increase the deficit in 
terms of supply needs mismatch somewhat beyond the 2,500 that the mayor has from 
this morning’s paper identified so gets further into the debate about how we increase 
overall supply in terms of policy and use of sites.  
 
There is clearly a further complication in that most higher education institutions take 
the view that students should live relatively close to colleges in which their lectures 
are actually provided so that they can actually get there. Some universities including 
my own have in the past set out geographical areas linked to public transport access to 
the campus in which accommodation should be provided which in many cases assume 
a quicker journey or a shorter journey than the average commuter working in London. 
That may relate to the assumptions around what time students get up in the morning 
relative to the workforce as a whole,  nevertheless that clearly is a relevant 
consideration for educational providers.  
 
But I think the fundamental issue from this point of view is that the overall London 
Plan approach is to recognise that student housing is a very different thing, that 
students themselves have got very different demands from other elements of the 
population and that it is basically treated as a separate issue. Now that does mean 
additional housing supply over and above that which is actually identified in the 
current requirements study and clearly that does require additional land taken, 
possibly different types of land than that we could use for general needs provision.  
 
Mr Bolton (GLP): 
Firstly I would agree with the comment from TCPA regarding the nature of student 
accommodation. We’ve certainly over a number of years have acquired planning 
permission for a number of student schemes including 3,500 for the University of 



 

London Plan EiP 7 October morning Housing Supply page 15 of 31 15 

Sheffield all of which are very nice and if I was a student now I’d like to move into 
because they’re certainly better than the places I lived up in Dundee. But none of 
them I would suggest are family accommodation. It’s accommodation that needs 
constant management which tends to be the kind of accommodation provided. to the 
extent that that can or cannot be counted towards meeting the housing target 
.Unfortunately you go back into your model and it depends how the model treated 
transient students in this type of accommodation. Certainly students in institutional 
i.e. non-residential accommodation are not counted within the household population 
therefore if you’re modelling the household population you have excluded a number 
of students. Now that’s fine if you’ve got a constant student population and its fine if 
they don’t stay on within the area. If you have as London has, when you look at the 
evidence we’ve put in para 4.1-4.5 from our submission on this matter, an increasing 
student population it again depends on how that increase has been modelled with 
regard to housing demand.  
 
The second point to consider is when one tries to pick up these movements it can be 
quite difficult because for such things as the health service register for example is 
dependent upon people registering, that doesn’t always occur. Having been a lecturer 
myself in university it very rarely occurs till the student actually falls ill that they’ll 
bother registering with a doctor. There are problems with recording migration of these 
students. So my conclusion is that if you are going to identify this accommodation 
separately you need to actually look at how you’re forecasting the future need. If it is 
coming out of the general churn of migration of people at those age groups one of the 
things it leads me back to, and this is why actually it relates to the first point I made 
this morning about migration this return to the 20,000 net out migration which hasn’t 
occurred in the past decade.  The evidence supplied in respect of student numbers and 
people who stay on does that support a return to higher net-out migration or does it 
tend to make you think no that return is less likely. And my view is that it makes a 
return to those high levels of net-out migration less likely rather than more likely.  
 
1:24:00 
Peter Eversdon - London Forum 
I think the point made about the number of overseas students increasing in order that 
the funding can be achieved by the education establishments is inevitable. We’ve got 
to be able to provide accommodation for them otherwise we will lose private-rented 
accommodation.  In West London, despite building accommodation for 1000 students 
for Thames Valley University, the local agents are advertising for accommodation in 
private homes, and people will be quite pleased to do that, because on a bed and 
breakfast basis they don’t have to provide all the facilities that other people might 
require and it’s short term and  if it doesn’t work they can change their mind without 
feeling that they’re really tied down.  
 
I think the boroughs are going to have to identify the sites that can be used and, as 
has been said, they don’t have to be sites that then require the provision of all of the 
infrastructure. They can be sites which can be considered to be quite unpleasant 
really.  The one in Brentford looms over the top of the M4 in a way that no private 
housing would be allowed to do and it has no space for anyone to do anything other 
than go in and exist and come out again. There must be sites like that in parts of 
London, we’re going to have to find them and develop them for that purpose, 
otherwise we’ll lose part of the rented sector.  
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Sadiq Mohamed - London Tenants Federation (LTF):  
I’d like to speak to exactly that point.  When you’re counting up student 
accommodation you have to think of it in terms of two kinds of accommodation, the 
purpose built and the private rental  One of the problems with private rental is that it 
has taken up quite a large slice of the larger properties that have been sold by 
councils under right to buy and these are 3, 4 or 5 bedroom properties which should 
be family homes but in fact are being used for student accommodation. In my 
particular borough this is becoming a major problem.  
 
1:26:50 
 
London First: 
Thank you sir, we agree with the points just made.  Clearly it’s a very important area 
of supply its not general need but there is a relationship with the wider market, in 
particular as has been highlighted large units in private rented sector.  Providing the 
student accommodation is very important to free up those units and for London’s 
universities to remain attractive in an increasingly competitive world. The GLA in 
their representation highlight that the NHPAU did not project the inclusion of student 
housing. That is right but we mustn’t forget that the NHPAU didn’t suggest higher 
targets.  In fact the proposed target falls below the lower end of the NHPAU range. So 
at risk of sounding really boring what this means is that the targets should be retained 
and that other policies must support the delivery of housing.  
 
 
1:27:50 Richard Lee - Just Space Network: 
I’d like to focus on the question you’ve posed, in part, which is around annex 4.  In 
my experience, at a borough level, there is a great deal of confusion as to whether the 
separate column in annex 4 is a target or whether it is purely for monitoring 
purposes.  It seems very unclear as to where the figure (whether or not it’s a target) 
for non – conventional sources is not achieved, whether therefore one has to in a 
sense transfer and  step up other provision because of not reaching the figure within 
the table for non-conventional supply. I think there is a confusion there and it would 
be helpful if that was resolved.  
 
JSN is supportive of the majority of comments that have been made in terms of the 
need to disaggregate the figures.  Clearly we’re not talking about provision of general 
needs housing and we should not therefore include these within the one figure, within 
the one target. We very much support having clearly a separate figure and separate 
monitoring when it comes to student housing or non-conventional housing.  
 
We also support the comments made by LF and LTF, in particular, with regard to the 
impact of student housing on the supply, the provision of social rented housing in 
particular. We recognise that when we come to housing choice it would probably be 
the opportunity for an extended discussion on that, but we do want you to note that we 
very much agree with some of the comments that have already been made  We will be 
providing evidence under housing choice on the impact on local neighbourhoods of 
studentification, as we call it, and we think this is a huge issue in many parts 
particularly of central London, but not exclusively central London.   
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The final comment I’d like to make is that there is also a potential here is terms of 
halls of residence schemes in increasing the supply of general needs housing. I’m 
referring to the requirement for an affordable social rented housing contribution from 
the student private housing schemes which in effect are a private development. Surely 
one should apply the general policy to student housing developments and ensure that, 
where they are approved, they are also making a contribution to general needs 
housing. I note that in Southwark, the local authority has been quite innovative and 
has a specific policy in their Core Strategy on this, but it doesn’t seem to be the case 
in most boroughs and I’d like to see the London Plan taking up this important issue.  
 
1:34:14 
Professor Stevenson: 
Thank you chair, like the previous item this appears to be one where you have a very 
consensual approach. I think that I would agree with almost all of the contributions 
made so far. It is absolutely clear that the need is not a conventional need and the 
supply is not a conventional supply. Unless of course you don’t meet the need of 
student accommodation in which case it would impact on conventional supply and 
therefore it seems the need must be treated separately with appropriate targets and 
appropriate ways of monitoring to make sure that both of the sectors don’t impinge on 
one another.  Here again chair it seems to me that you have a pretty good consensus 
that are in agreement of the total need are 260,000. there is pretty close agreement 
about what the projected growth would be between I think the lowest figure I’ve 
heard is 7.5 and the highest 13, almost general agreement that about 20% of that 
needs to be provided through specialised student accommodation giving figures of in 
John Lett’s case 1800 in other cases very close to that as well.  So this is not going to 
be a controversial issue.  
 
Chair: if I understand you correctly, you’re suggesting that although all separated out, 
only 20% of the provision would be separated out the remainder would be falling 
upon the general housing market.  
 
Professor Stevenson: that’s what the figures in front of you suggest.  
 
Chair: So in other words it wouldn’t be a totally separating out it would be a partial 
separating out.  
 
Professor Stevenson: Yes.  
 
London Borough of Lambeth: 
I think our submissions relate not just to student housing but the wider issue of non-
conventional housing contributions. and the point that we make that accept the 
strength of the points that are made that they should not be included as part of the 
overall housing targets for many of the reasons that have been made, also the fact that 
it seems to be a unique approach to London. In particular we feel that its inappropriate 
to include the terms of vacant property into use as part of the target figure principally 
because we have no influence through planning powers to actually influence that and 
it does together with the other aspects of non-conventional housing distort the overall 
picture. Certainly in terms of 5 years supply and in terms of the requirement 
previously to meet the CLG national indicators on supply of ready to develop housing 
sites.  
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As far as the other components of non-conventional housing are concerned, the focus 
has been virtually entirely on student housing and we’ve not really heard about any 
other forms of non-self contained housing.  Obviously, those other forms of housing 
do compete with the general supply of housing sites, not every old people’s home or 
other form of accommodation could be built along the M4 and heaven forbid that 
should actually happen. In the case of student housing from our experience it has 
actually competed with the proposals that we’ve had, has competed with general 
housing. Where it doesn’t compete is in the traditional halls of residence sited on 
university land or in the case of hospital provision within the grounds of hospitals to 
provide accommodation for their staff.  
 
So we would support the approach that non-conventional housing supply should be 
taken out of the overall targets for meeting the supply additional general housing and 
within that also we feel that the returns of vacant accommodation should play a 
greater role as part of the overall London housing strategy rather than play quite a 
significant role as it does in the overall figures for the overall housing targets for 
boroughs. 
 
Mr Bolton: 
Listening to representations did remind me that London is not unique in this aspect. 
Sheffield counts student completions as part of the housing supply and I think looking 
at that example does actually show you that what we think is possibly a problem with 
counting completions to gauge housing supply.  In Sheffield the housing target was 
1200 so its similar to some of the areas here.  It’s a major student city, as are parts of 
London, but 20% of the overall housing supply was being provided by student 
accommodation. Now in reality there’s no way that that was actually meeting the 
housing needs of the residents of that particular city, but because there was a period of 
provision of large house student accommodation the city was saying well our housing 
requirements are being met despite the normal indicators of housing stress. When 
you’re thinking about how you might lay this out I think it is quite important that you 
take into account how it might be interpreted in the reporting. When you get 
completions we’ve heard of 1000 student bed spaces does that really meet the 
requirements of that particular area.  
 
1:40:33 
 
TCPA: 
I just wanted to come back on the issue of the other elements of non-self contained.  
As was said the discussion has been primarily about student housing as you will see 
from our submission and other parties comments there have been some fundamental 
issues on how targets for the other elements of non-self contained are both set and 
monitored. The inclusion of vacants returning to use and other non-self contained 
provision in London actually goes back to the 1999 LPAC-led capacity study if not 
earlier and that has been a rather unusual arrangement relevant to targets in the other 
parts of the country as colleagues have commented.  In fact at the 2003 London Plan 
EIP the then panel chair actually strengthened the policies on empty property within 
the original London Plan although in practice from a planning policy point of view 
there are very few planning powers you can actually bring into effect to actually deal 
with the problem of reducing vacants.,so it is very much a policy of advocacy. There 
are a range of policies of taxation which could have an impact unfortunately not 
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within the remit of the London Plan though we did have some discussion about 
introducing them into the London Plan at the 2003 EIP.   I think there is actually a 
fundamental issue on how vacants are tracked and the target was moved from a 
proportion of all vacants to a proportion of private sector vacants focusing on vacants 
longer than 6 months. The fundamental difficulty is through monitoring how you 
could actually track long-term vacants returning to use but also how you could 
actually track properties becoming long term vacant in terms of going beyond that 6 
months threshold and that has actually been problematic for boroughs in terms of the 
use of current monitoring systems, especially restrictions that did exist on the use of 
council tax data for such purposes for example. So it has actually been quite a difficult 
exercise and in terms of the impact of underperformance of vacants returning to use it 
was treated effectively as an impact on performance against the overall target.  There 
were one or two cases where boroughs by doing a new survey increased their private 
sector long-term vacants to such an extent that it actually took away their entire net-
additional supply showing their negative output in specific years. That’s to just give 
examples of some of the consequences of this inclusion in the target.  
 
I mean this is one of the reasons why in the 2007 Plan amendment when the overall 
target was put up there was the conscious decision to disaggregate the targets and 
effectively as has been commented, treat the vacants returning to use and non-self 
contained as separate figures for monitoring but where underperformance would not 
actually have an immediate consequence in assuming an uplift in the general needs 
supply target which LTF and JSN raised earlier. So it has always been a very 
problematic area.  
 
I think also on the non-self contained and what we have seen over the last decade 
since the targets were originally set, an increasing self-containment of hostel 
provision. The government are after all on the single homelessness had a specific 
programme in self-containing hostel provision that was technically a net-loss of 
provision because it was a loss of household spaces replacing by a smaller number of 
units and that was quite difficult to track in terms of the monitoring exercise. So 
supply from non-self contained provision other than student accommodation some of 
which is no longer self-contained did actually fall off and even within the new targets 
proposed here there’s a lower expectation of a net supply from vacants returning to 
use than there was both in the 2007 and 2004 version. Its now recognised as a much 
smaller component of the overall target than it has been in the past which I think puts 
to one side arguments that come from some sources that if you used all the vacant 
properties in London you wouldn’t actually need to build any housing at all. That’s an 
unhelpful position because that doesn’t deal with the role of vacants in the market in 
sustaining mobility.  
 
So it is actually quite a complex issue, increasingly complex and there is actually a 
case I say for having figures which are separately monitored which are separate from 
the overall targets of conventional supply where the local authority has a much more 
explicit role in terms of policy and planning.  That’s not to say that the figures 
shouldn’t be included in an overall plan because I think it is useful for monitoring 
purposes but they’re very clearly different types of figures from the targets for 
additional supply for new-build and conversions.  
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Drew Stevenson: 
It’s just a point of clarification chair; he used the phrase that he agreed that the student 
accommodation should be taken out of the overall targets. I assume he meant treated 
separately from rather than take out of? One would lead to the reduction in the overall 
targets the other one would leave the overall targets as they were and then add in a 
separate target for students.  
 
Chair: 
Well this is certainly something that when I hear the Mayor’s response I would be 
very interested to know whether if you take them out your overall targets have gone 
down or whether if you keep them separately there is no change or indeed an increase. 
so I think these are important questions.  Before I ask the Mayor to respond, no one 
has commented upon the change in the definitions of multiple occupation which come 
from the use order and the general development order.  Maybe no one thinks that it 
will have a slightest change or influence but if anyone has got any thoughts on that 
because obviously that is an issue to do with non-self contained accommodation I’d 
be interested to hear them, but I don’t see anyone rushing to make a contribution on 
this point.  
 
John Lett (GLA) 
I have listened with considerable interest to the debate here sir.  I think you might 
have had a rather different view if you had more of the student accommodation 
providers here certainly from a strategic point of view trying to address both the 
boroughs concerns. 
 
Chair interrupts: Well just before you develop that point I haven’t heard anyone 
suggesting that there shouldn’t be ample student provision made and indeed 
encouragement to make sure that it doesn’t impact upon the rest of the housing needs 
but its all a question of how it is presented what impact that has upon the actually 
statistics of what the need is and what the supply is.  
 
John Lett (GLA) Well I was going to go on and say sir that the constrained land 
market in london not finite because every three or four years we do find extra 
increments as we have done so far to overall housing capacity. We also have 260,000 
strong student population and that is growing. There are various ways to measure the 
accommodation requirements associated with that growth we’ve sketched out some in 
our technical note. and we would argue that there is actually quite an overlap between 
meeting the needs of students and meeting general housing needs and that while one 
has to recognise that there are some differences they are all competing to varying 
degrees but to entirely, that actually making Mr Eversdon’s polnt you can make 
provision for students where general needs housing would not be appropriate. so we 
actually have a two way approach to students on the one hand ORS looking at 
London’s housing requirements as a whole on the demand side have recognised that 
they are part of overall demand/need and on the other we have recognised that they 
merit separate special attention as well which we have the little note on the long term 
requirement to try and get some idea of what those might form. a series of short term 
issues as well as longer term issues in considering that demand side element.  
 
We have been very mindful of the role of overseas students in particular in driving the 
requirement for new bespoke student accommodation whether in studios or 
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increasingly so in cluster flat form, and just generally some 55% of the students 
registering in london were not london domiciled and of those 52% have the UK 
address 15% had an EU address and 33% were domiciled elsewhere in the world. for 
the short term we did do a quick firm round over the last week or so of what the 
universities thought about the changes in funding regime and the overall impact of the 
recession. The consensual view was that home undergraduate students were likely to 
diminish in numbers certainly in the short term and that home based postgrads and 
overseas students could well continue to increase. That broadly accords with the two 
sets of scenarios or one of the sets of scenarios that we’ve used so far and in particular 
that which gives weight to overseas students. However what we haven’t factored in to 
a significant extent is the decline in home base want. So on the one hand you’ve got 
something going up on the other you have it going down and we’re not quite sure yet 
how the two will integrate. That is on the demand side.  
 
On the supply side we’ve taken a similar two pronged approach we’re looking at 
housing capacity as a whole looked at future provision for non-self contained, we 
have done that on the basis of sites as Mr Barry correctly points out, but on the basis 
of historic trends. We have then revisited that information if it looked as though a 
particular spike might skew the trend. but in doing that we’ve also been very mindful 
that when student accommodation comes through the pipeline it tends to do so in big 
blocks, i.e. you don’t tend to build just a few student units you tend to get one or two 
large developments and those in themselves can influence the actual trend. So we did 
approach that very carefully, Mr Goldberg will explain the details of how we did it. 
we also monitor them separately so that we can identify them separately as well as 
identify them collectively because quite often they are bidding for the same land the 
way we express these numbers in terms of policy is to recognise that we support 
universities and this provision of student accommodation, that that priority in the 
limited stock of land that we have should go to conventional housing and that 
boroughs should treat these on their merit. We have thought about putting in 
independent targets for student provision and in part from a principle concern not to 
have too many targets we don’t think that those would actually add much to the 
overall debate.  
 
This has to be done on a case by case basis.  There can be situations as Mr Eversdon 
has pointed out where students can be usefully accommodated on land which nobody 
else wants. but there are others where there will be competition and the boroughs are 
best placed to make the judgement as to where that should be and when. We have 
some difficulty in understanding how annex 4 is conceived as being a target it is very 
clearly a monetary benchmark we have proposed changing the title to make that 
clearer and we hope that will address Richard’s point.  
 
Going back onto the other points which have been covered. The TCPA as far as I 
could work out was arguing effectively for further release for student land but not on 
student accommodation but not on housing land, to which we would say we have to 
be realistic about where that might be coming from. I presume the TCPA wasn’t 
pursuing its usual TCPA line about building on the green belt there. The HPF raised a 
useful point about Leeds and you raised one about HMOs, they have few champions 
they certainly didn’t have them in Leeds there’s 146,000 of them in London, they are 
a strategically important housing resource not just for students but for a wide 
spectrum of people particularly newcomers to the labour market and for those that 
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cannot afford other forms of housing, in that respect they’re highly flexible. The 
Coalition governments most recent changes which have unwound thankfully those of 
the previous administration do provide scope for recognising this now. but we would 
strongly advise boroughs that when they are considering introducing article 4 
directions, that we do realise that HMOs have few champions at local level, that they 
take into account the strategic contribution that these make to meeting london’s 
housing needs as well as their local ones.  
 
The SLP (strategic land partnership) raised the general complexity of trying to 
understand student dwelling requirements in different parts of the country and how 
london might be different to other places like Dundee and Leeds where students tend 
to move on, but here they tend to stay put and do those contribute positively or 
negatively to our overall migration flow. We have to agree with the partnership that 
there is some uncertainty on that. The issue as to where they ought to be located we 
would hope in policy terms would be discussed in an academic forum which would 
bring together the various stakeholders involved in academic issues. This isn’t just 
about accommodation its about also the university it states in the way that academia 
can contribute to London’s economic position. But in particular thinking about 
housing the relationship between where students live and where they study point 
made by Mr Barry  
 
We found that the forum raised a very useful point about the use of land which 
wouldn’t otherwise be taken up by conventional housing and Lambeth usefully raised 
the approach to non-student non-self contained housing which we hope the policy has 
sufficient flexibility to address and again the TCPA came back to deal with the 
treatment of vacants, I think we would agree with them that they are very difficult 
things to monitor and what we tried with our new target is to be realistic in 
appreciating the contribution they can make. We are however also mindful that this 
government like the previous government thinks that proper account should be taken 
of them.  
 
Going back to the methodology of the SHLA and the two points the panel raised.  If 
you take out students from the target so to speak would that mean that the borough 
would then have to compensate I think there was a question in the panel note. What 
we’d like to make clear as John has already said the mayor is particularly concerned 
and recognises the difficulties and complexities of what boroughs are able to bring 
forward and recognises that boroughs do have a percentage of student accommodation 
that is not substantial and is not the main component but is going to be a challenge. so 
John and I have sat in meetings with boroughs to discuss this and part of the outcome 
of that was taking out annex 4 which isn’t actually new, we’ve always does, is that we 
do monitor them separately so that you may probably be surprised about matters that 
have been raised about us treating them separately because we certainly do do that. 
without going into matters which are actually discussed in 3.8 its important for us to 
emphasise that the methodology of the SHLA was one that recognised the earlier 
modifications of the draft in September 2008. long term vacancies started from 
paragraph 1.29 and 1.33 from the panel note, its all about panel report and of 
significance is 1.19-1.20 after further alterations the panel note as well which 
recognises our approach to vacancies and non-self contained housing. 
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 It’s important to say and we take note from the TCPA in that reliance on other 
sources other than student accommodation as part of the non-self contained and 
vacant has significantly dropped since the past and plan alterations, so we do 
recognise that. and then to give you figures of the non-self contained supply 90% is 
students and 10% is other accommodation including hostel accommodation and 
specialist accommodation but the issue raised again about whether you were to take 
them out of the housing target targets would fall that student accommodation figures 
are inherent in the housing targets so boroughs and we are working with boroughs to 
see how best to address this and if they were to take this out of the target this would 
have an impact on the housing targets because like I said they are included but this is 
the minority of the overall housing target, looking at 1700 out of 3210 is about 700 
units contribution from vacant units. 
 
Chair: I think I’m clear about what is being said there. 
 
John Lett (GLA) 
If I could just follow on from Neil Goldberg on that, by combining the housing and 
student target we recognise the flexibility we must have in policy to be able to 
respond on a case-by case basis so that we register and monitor the aggregate impact 
of this case-by-case approach which seeks to balance both conventional and student 
provision giving priority to conventional. We are not seeking to put forward a specific 
target for it is purely a monitoring benchmark.  I just realised when I mentioned 
students and migration I should have said I haven’t got the information to hand. 
 
Chair: I think that is the general issue of how long students stay, certainly isn’t a 
matter that is unique to London. But just to come back to this question about what are 
the targets, as I understand it you’re saying that the figures that are set out in table 3.1 
those are the target figures. Now how much of that is comprised of student housing 
and how much of other non-self contained housing and bringing vacancies back into 
use. Yes there is an indication in annex 4 as to possible make up of it, but if there is 
more student housing that doesn’t increase the target, if less it does actually decrease 
it because it’s the overall target that the plan is suggesting. 
 
John Lett (GLA) it’s an overall figure 3.1 that’s what the target is.  
 
Chair: And however desirable, as I think Drew Stevenson put it, that there is a 
consensus around the table that it would be nice to have all these things separate, have 
you actually got the ability to make them separate on the information that you’ve got 
available without running the risk of causing further difficulties.  
 
John Lett: In the way that in a constrained land market it doesn’t make sense to have 
them split up you could quite easily in annex 4 and replace it with the table 3.1 but 
that would not reflect the realities, particularly with student accommodation, of the 
different responses you get with the different development at a particular place in a 
particular point in time. So we keep them as aggregate targets.  
 
Mr Baranskei (Lambeth Council): Just to respond to Drew Stevenson, my view would 
be that I see no reason why student housing shouldn’t be treated differently from 
London visitor infrastructure and the aim to achieve 40,000 net additional hotel 
bedrooms by 2031. So the answer is, yes, they are components, student housing as 



 

London Plan EiP 7 October morning Housing Supply page 24 of 31 24 

well as other non-self contained and vacant dwellings are part of the overall target of 
the set minima targets that are set for the boroughs and they shouldn’t be part of that 
target. They should be addressed and handled in a different way.  
 
Peter Eversden - London Forum: 
I wondered if the GLA had any idea how many of the sites which were constrained in 
the SHLAA analysis, regarding elements identified in Annex 6, that were constrained 
sites for probability of development, how many of those sites might be suitable 
nevertheless for student development if particular kinds of construction was deemed 
possible by the providers or they’re in locations which would not be suitable for 
normal house living but could be for students. I wondered if the analysis indicated any 
such sites.  
 
Duncan Bowie - TCPA 
There is an alternative way of dealing with this, which is for table 3.1 monitoring 
targets as targets relating only to conventional supply not including the non-
conventional elements while leaving the annex table which gives monitoring figures 
for the other two components. Technically that can be done.  That obviously reduces 
the overall target but is actually comparing like with like from a target of need 
perspective and there’s removing the problematic implications of the monitoring of 
vacants returning use and non-self contained. I’m not arguing for it necessarily just to 
say that that is an alternative and actually a simpler way of dealing with things. 
 
 I mean it does also have the advantage when you look at affordable housing 
proportions, in practice, if you look at the annual monitoring reports tracking 
affordable housing output moved from tracking as a percentage of total supply 
including non-conventional to actually tracking as a percentage of conventional only 
because the non-conventional element has been so difficult to monitor so is the 
affordable housing component In fact it leads to misleading figures if you tried to do 
it.  
 
I’m just saying it’s a more simple method but you do need to be aware that in 
previous panel decisions in the London context, the inclusion of the supply from 
vacants returning to use and non-conventional has been seen as a component of the 
target although that hasn’t been the case of other regions as others have pointed out. 
So I’m just saying that there is an alternative and much simpler way of doing it, and it 
does lead to the reduce of the overall target but it possibly leads to a more appropriate 
comparison of requirement and target in terms of identifying the mismatch.  
 
Strategic Land and Planning: 
The clarification I’m seeking more than anything else is that I understand the target 
falls if you take the student or non-conventional housing out because it’s a capacity 
based figure.  So if you take part of the capacity out then I understand that that would 
fall. But my concern is about meeting the needs of the country population and indeed 
the needs of the city and it really depends on whether or not you can except that as an 
explanation and that comes back to how students have actually been treated in the 
model.  Have they been treated as generating these needs within the housing model 
and therefore identifying a certain type of housing or have they been modelled 
separately like they might be in the Chelmar model  
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Until you understand that then I can understand that you might just not have the 
capacity and therefore the figure might stay as it is, but in terms of your understanding 
of what the overall need is, generated by the assumptions that the Mayor is 
recommending to you, I think we need some clarification on how that’s been handled. 
Because I thought they were saying they had been assessed separately and that would 
mean they’re additional to the needs generated from the modelling of the household 
population.  
 
James Stevens (Home Builders Federation): 
I think you’d recognise that student accommodation tends to provide a transitional 
form of accommodation and then those students become part of the population. It’s a 
shame the NHPAU isn’t still about as they were going to work on a paper on this.  I 
think that you look at any student city whether its Bristol or Oxford or Cambridge etc 
basically places with big student populations, they do become part of the population 
and that is treated within the household projections.  
 
So I think we would be very concerned if there was a suggestion that the housing 
target could be lowered if we were going to disaggregate the student non-self 
contained population for calculating purposes.  I think if we did that, just by looking 
at annex 4, I think it’s quite clear that if you do disaggregate the non-self contained, 
then the target does fall to 37,580 which is about the same as the current London Plan,  
so that would seem to suggest that the 2006 household projections had not been  taken 
adequately into account. 
 
2:16 Richard Lee JSN:  
Wishing to support the amendments put forward by the TCPA that table 3.1A should 
just address conventional housing.  We think that one always has to consider the 
purpose of the London Plan as a document - it’s for Londoners, so it needs to be clear 
and legible as a document.  We would want to ensure that the discussions that we had 
around the SHMA are actually reflected in Table 3.1A.  We feel that introducing the 
non-conventional supply within that table is not clear, it’s mixing things and we 
would like to support the proposal from the TCPA.  
 
John Lett: Well from what I’ve just heard sir, some telling illustrations of why we 
need to take a strategic view when talking about the needs of different groups and one 
which is realistic about the way that the market operates. There is an overlap, it is an 
uncomfortable overlap, between students occupying housing land and general needs 
housing occupying that land.  We could, as Mr Bowie has recommended, distinguish 
between the two.  I do not think that would be a realistic distinction because we know 
how delivery operates and we would strongly resist that. That also addresses the Just 
Space argument about this just being about Londoners, who does one think students 
are, that is a serious point. I shall not go further as it makes me feel quite angry.  
 
The point that was raised by the Forum, on the capacity of the SHLAA to identify 
individual sites, we would have to re-run it again would be the short answer.  We 
haven’t done it on that basis, obviously most of the sites have planning permission so 
they would have planning permission for housing rather than students.  So it would be 
a matter of finding the potentials and that wasn’t really the way that we identified the 
potentials in the first place to give an aggregate probability of the housing capacity 
coming forward. Those were the main points.  



 

London Plan EiP 7 October morning Housing Supply page 26 of 31 26 

 
Chair: if I could just press you on the one point, if we were to take Mr Bowie’s 
suggestion as backed up by Mr Lee and just say that table 3.1 should be addressing 
conventional sources of housing would that in your view mean that the figures should 
go down by taking out the non-conventional housing or would the figure remain the 
same? 
 
John Lett:  It’s apples and pears sir, there is the capacity that has been identified for 
student accommodation or non-self contained, it may in fact be taken up by 
conventional housing. I explained yesterday there is a big range in potential student 
requirements, the long term average which some people think might have peaked 
came out at just under 1000, the technical note says about 700 which is incorrect its 
just a little under 1000 (about 890) going up to the best estimate of 1800 possibly 
higher. There is considerable uncertainty as to whether that land will be taken up.  A 
target has got to have the flexibility to recognise that it might very well go for 
housing, not least in the current uncertain economic circumstances.  
 
Chair:  As a final point on this issue, can you assure us that the same degree of student 
contribution towards the housing need demand is in the SHMA, and reflected in the 
SHLAA in terms of capacity, so that if the two remain interrelated for the reasons that 
you’ve given, they are similarly related in both halves of the equation.  
 
John Lett: The SHMA took account of students but we did a separate exercise to look 
at them specifically which is reflected in the technical note. We have a demand side 
with the SHMA and a supply side with the SHLAA which are designed to be 
integrated.  
 
Neil Goldberg: In the NHPAU’s response on the 11th January 2010 in the original 
proposed London Plan, they say the bottom end of the NHPAU supply range is based 
on household projections that will include housing requirements of students and they 
then go to say what impact this would have on the overall housing supply figures in 
the London Plan. They say taking 90% of non-self contained provision which is what 
we do in the methodology of the SHLA into account gives an overall housing supply 
of 33,200. i.e. they’re deducting the 10% dwellings which is within the NHPAU 
supply range for London of 33,100 to 44,700 dwellings per annum between 2008 and 
2031.  
 
Mr Bowie TCPA 
I just wanted to make a further comment on alternative way of doing things and I say 
it more as a discussion than a recommendation from the TCPA. To point out that the 
target is actually a capacity based target, the fundamental problem with the non-
conventional component is that it’s not a capacity based component its based on a 
combination of trend-analysis and demand.  That’s a very different beast and 
therefore you’re actually including in a capacity based target something which isn’t 
capacity.  
 
I think the other element in terms of the vacants returning to use is that its proved so 
problematic in terms of monitoring and it has the knock on effects that I referred to 
earlier, that it overcomplicates what otherwise is a clear target. It makes it a much 
simpler exercise if the target is treated as self-contained conventional net additions to 
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stock for new build and conversions, because that is directly comparable with the 
needs side, much easier to monitor and much clearer in terms of affordability. 
Whereas by keeping the Annex table that still allows you to have a monitoring system 
for those non-conventional components.  
 
John Lett:  Just in reply to that, under the logic that Mr Bowie has just set out, we 
would have to then take out the contribution of small sites which is also based on the 
trend.  In being simpler, it doesn’t actually reflect the market realities of how land is 
used in London. 
 
2.27 Chair: We could go on batting this too and fro for some time.. We have had a 
good discussion and we will have to reflect all points including assessing what former 
colleagues have said in the past We do not have to follow the same route of doing 
things as them, as long as we have good reasons. 
 
Break 12 o’clock 
 
2:43 restart 
Chair:  There is space now to discuss design and space standards constraints on 
supply. 
 
London First: 
I think the impact on deliverability is so critical that we do need to discuss it now. this 
is made more important in light of housing delivery now being one of the mayor’s 
objectives and the proposed paragraphs 3.12 A in which it is stated that the mayor is 
clear that london desperately needs more homes in order to promote opportunity for 
all Londoner’s.  We think that’s right and in line with policy 3.8 but our concerns are 
that the impact of the proposed standards will militate against that.  We do recognise 
the desire to deliver high quality housing but we think this must be balanced and we 
must be able to deliver a genuine choice of housing that londoner’s can afford.  We 
don’t consider that the impact of the standards has been significantly addressed. 
Ultimately, this will have to come down to a trade off between delivery and 
affordability but we must be absolutely aware that less housing would also mean less 
affordable housing. I’ve already said that 76% of affordable housing was delivered by 
means of section 106 last year, in an era of less grant there will be greater reliance on 
section 106 so a reduction in the amount of housing delivered will have a consequent 
impact on affordable housing.   
 
We’ve already heard extensively that the target is too low to address household 
growth and affordability and the risk is that this is going to be exacerbated further.  
The Mayor’s evidence base cites various studies in which people are asked whether 
they want more space and if I was asked if I wanted more space I would say yes. but 
that’s not an informed judgement or picture. People aren’t being asked to balance 
more space with high prices less choice, longer waiting lists, and taking longer to get 
onto the housing ladder so we don’t think it’s reasonable just to ask if people want 
more space.  
 
Chair: I think this maybe moving onto the argument about the standards as to the 
impact upon capacity. 
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LF: I think that there are two issues, there is cost and there is viability and for many of 
the standards it is not a matter of simply pushing the walls out. Viability is about the 
ability to deliver development and its about considering those standards alongside the 
many other requirements and obligations already within the draft replacement LP but 
for example those on climate change, affordable housing, and very soon the crossrail 
CIL and we’ve also called for other section 106 requirements. In each case when 
we’ve discussed them its been said that the cost in itself is not substantial and, why 
this may be true, it is the cumulative impact that undermines viability and stops the 
delivery of housing. Just to note that the SHLAA’s viability assessment finds that the 
average planning obligations are £5000 a unit and that is quite considerable and there 
is only so much development can bare. We’ve highlighted in paragraph 7 of our 
written statement the standards that we consider will reduce viability, deliverability 
and affordability and we consider this as a real issue for the delivery of the overall 
housing target and the social housing.    
 
Turning to the GVA research, this finds that 1.58 that the standards will increase 
prices. and that clearly undermines the intent of policy 3.8 to deliver houses of a 
choice of housing that Londoners can afford. It finds that the greatest impact is where 
the values are lowest and at the same time, we’ve already discussed 43% of identified 
supply is in East London and this is indeed where the values are lowest.  East London 
accounts for 51% of the large sites which tend to be the most complex costly and 
difficult to deliver sites that often need significant investment in decontamination as 
well as new infrastructure. The research finds at para 7.10 that the 78 standards could 
lead to 2030 fewer homes, and that is a considerable reduction in the delivery of 
homes across London at a time where we’ve already agreed the need is very great. 
Finally, the impact is found to be greatest on small sites and these account for a third 
of the supply, about 9900 units.  
 
So in conclusion we do believe that the proposal targets, which will obviously discuss 
in more detail tomorrow, will have a fundamental impact on the ability to achieve the 
housing target to meet the Mayor’s objective to increase housing delivery and in 
policy 3.8 deliver a choice of housing that Londoner’s can afford. 
 
…………………………………………………………………………………………. 
James Stevens – Home Builders Federation: 
I think as we discussed on Tuesday, about levels of out migration, there are some real 
limits upon them.  We discussed the East of England review which is proposing to 
maintain its existing housing targets of 26,800 and proposing to stick with those up 
until 2021. As we all know, every local authority is going through the process of 
revising the targets and nobody has a complete picture of what the situation is at the 
moment. Elmbridge is proposing to reduce from 26,000 to 5,000!  Sevenoaks and 
Tunbridge are reducing their supply by half.  If London is to consume its own smoke 
to meet its housing need I think there are some serious questions about assumed 
capacity in London based upon what’s been done through the housing capacity study, 
the SHLAA.  It still doesn’t meet with the spirit of guidance.   
 
Detailed borough level SHLAA’s should be carried out.  There are other limitations.  
There is a cap on heights and a restriction on density.  40% of large sites were 
knocked out of the appraisal because they applied existing policy constraints.  
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SHLAA stage 7d allows you to review the policy restraints, if you can’t find 
sufficient supply. 
 
Chair: What local authorities are proposing may not reflect what the Secretary of 
State has said about having the evidence to justify different housing figures from 
those that existed before. 
 
Strategic Land and Planning:    
Design constraints and space standards do restrict capacity and delivery, because you 
are trying to get more spacious housing on the site, but that doesn’t make us argue 
against this.   The best way to provide these standards and widening choice is to look 
at some of those sites excluded from the SHLAA.  
 
2:57 Consortium of London Developers: 
Our studies show less units will be delivered and there may be a reduction in the 
viability of schemes.  However, wee can find ways to increase standards whilst not 
restraining supply. 
 
National Housing Federation 
It is not a question of one or the other.  The question is to focus on other sources of 
supply. 
 
Chair:  No one in the commercial or social housing sectors seems to be saying that the 
figures in the Plan cannot be achieved, but if there were to be a need for higher 
figures, then the standards proposals will mean that not able to achieve that.  Is that 
basically the consensus view put before me? 
 
Mr Bolton 
The restriction on other sites is a difficulty.  The general approach is not radical 
enough.  The 32,000 is not achievable with the sites we have, the space standards are 
a lesser issue. 
 
James Stevens: 
Whether space standards are significant it is hard to say, but it is the cumulative 
impact and we think the target is too low.  It is a recipe for a luxury housing market in 
London and will do nothing to improve affordability.   
 
Drew Stevenson 
There is a consensus that the standards on their own are not the deciding factor but 
taken with other factors there may be a problem, but that this can be overcome  To 
those who argue against decent standards, I would say be careful what you wish for.  I 
take you back to a period when many residential properties have been put up in their 
thousands and demolished in their thousands soon after.  It is not just space standards 
but the quality of buildings.  The whole business of planning is about the balance of 
standards and constraints.  There is an increased expectation for a higher quality of 
life and London must have a high standard of residential accommodation to continue 
to attract people. 
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3:08 Peter Eversden - London Forum 
The design standards we are keen to see are those that provide a decent quality of life 
for inhabitants, especially space for amenity purposes and children’s play space as in 
the Mayor’s SPG.  There is a failure of good land assembly, dealing with plots of 
lands as they were rather than as they might be if the surrounding area were taken 
into account and this restricted the design opportunities.  I sat through a public 
inquiry where the obvious design for the piece of land was for two parallel blocks, but 
the only way they could be put in led to a loss of amenity space so that at appeal the 
Inspector had to say this was unacceptable. It needed the site next door to be drawn 
in to achieve decent standards.  This kind of intensification has to happen and has to 
happen particularly in outer London to support the aspiration for increasing the 
numbers that I think house-builders have. 
 
We have areas where conservation area status has been applied in a way that has not 
always been suitable and has acted as a stopping bloc on what can be achieved with 
some of the areas near to stations and where the PTAL’s are high.  It is the quality of 
the architecture that can make such a difference, in making the best of the standards 
that have to be achieved.  When it comes to overlooking and light for habitable rooms 
below standard, orientation and design from an architectural point of view are really 
important.  We see far better designs come back the second time after a refusal, on 
appeal, and this ought to have been the thing that was achieved in the first place.  So I 
hope the developers are driving up the architectural standards. 
 
London Councils: 
We support the design standards.  Homes that are for many years to come must meet 
the needs of people who live in them. We have some concerns about the modelling 
done in the paper which looked at only 8 boroughs and looked at notional design 
schemes. There are some questions as to whether this was the most appropriate way 
of assessing impact.  There is a principle issue about design standards and especially 
when talking about social housing receiving state subsidy it is entirely appropriate that 
it meets the needs of the people who live there. 
 
London First: 
Firstly, we need to be honest and recognise the trade offs. Secondly, a lot of the 
demolition referred to by Drew Stevenson was of stock built to Parker Morris 
standards, so standards themselves don’t guarantee the delivery of good quality 
housing  Thirdly, design is critical and Islington and Kensington,  two of the most 
popular areas in London, are also two of the most densely developed areas in London. 
 
3:12  Andrew Barry-Purssell (GLA) 
The Mayor does not accept and does not believe the developers believe it either that 
the only way to meet this Plan’s targets is to compromise on design standards.  There 
should be no trade off between the two.  We have taken into account delivery through 
SHLAA and cost through the study as discussed.  There may be short term effects but 
this is a Plan that deals with the longer term and we will over time all find ways to 
meet these standards without an undue impact on delivery and cost.  The design 
standards will become insignificant compared with other drivers.   
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On cumulative impact, most of the burdens are in the existing London Plan and the 
approach of this Mayor is to give more flexibility in how the objectives are delivered.  
In terms of the overall cohesion we must look at the policies as a whole.  The Mayor’s 
1st objective talks about high quality homes and neighbourhoods and 3.12A talks 
about a wide choice for Londoners  We are encouraging housing that people can use 
at all stages of their lives, so that people don’t have to move.  Developers need to look 
at what your market will look like in 20 years and respond to this. 
 
The Consortium spoke of the need for flexibility within the standards.  We have had 
extensive discussions with developers and built in considerable flexibility and the 
only standards that are there as a benchmark are the space standards.   As far as 
London Councils are concerned, the report tackles a complex issue appropriately and 
we think is robust.  We have been honest, we have produced a report on cost impact 
and have test-driven this policy, and we do not accept these trade offs are as drastic as 
suggested . 
 
John Lett (GLA) 
There was concern about the SHLAA.  The way the SHLAA operated was the 
boroughs were responsible for their sites, we gave them information.  The way we got 
down from 10,000 sites to 2,500 sites that we actually included was not done 
arbitrarily, t was done realistically.  We left out those where it was not meaningful to 
include them 
 
Chair:  Borough Core Strategies will need to show there has been sufficient 
engagement with the developers boroughs before this is taken forward.   There is 
nothing in the Plan that stops this process? 
 
John Lett: No.  The SPG is quite clear about this. 
 
Drew Stevenson: 
The same was said at the examination into the 2004 Plan that constraints in the Plan 
would inhibit completions but in the following 2 years completions rose. 
 
London First: 
Completions did rise but we were in a strong market.  We don’t believe prescriptive 
standards equates to high quality design. 
 
James Stevens: 
The completions were contingent on building at a higher density, which this Plan is 
seeking to significantly cap.  Parker Morris was feasible in the 1960’s because there 
were not the same constraints we have today and Parker Morris was priced out. 
 
Andrew Barry-Purssell 
These standards are not prescriptive standards.  Our concern is the general level of 
standards as only a small number of recent schemes have been assessed by CABE as 
good or very good.   
 
3:29 adjourned for lunch 
 
 


