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Attendees 

APPG Members: Parliamentarians in attendance (non-members): 
Kevin Hollinrake MP (Chairing this meeting) 
Christopher Fox, The Lord Fox 
Matt Western MP 
 
 

Tulip Siddiq MP 
 

Apologies and non-attending members 

APPG Apologies:  
Sir Vince Cable MP (Chair) 
Richard Bacon MP 
Ruth Cadbury MP 
Caroline Lucas MP 
Sir Edward Davey MP 
Stephen Lloyd MP 
David Drew MP 

Nick Boles MP 
Kelvin Hopkins MP 
Tony Lloyd MP 
Chris Williamson MP 
Matthew Taylor, Baron Taylor of Goss Moor 
Alison Suttie, Baroness Suttie 
Jenny Jones , Baroness Jones of Moulsecoomb 
William Wallace, Baron Wallace of Saltaire 
 
 

Witnesses 

Mayor James Palmer, Cambridgeshire and Peterborough 

Tom Copley, AM (London Assembly member)  

David Carter, Director of Infrastructure, West of England Combined Authority 

 

Secretariat (Coalition for Economic Justice) 

Joseph Bourke, Peter Bowman, Rob Blakemore, Ed Randall 

 

Observers 

Joshua Lindsey, Newington Communications 

Alex Dismore, Cratus Communications 

Alex Berwin, Communications and Engagement, Crossrail 2 

Alex Smeiman, National Housing Federation 

 

Minutes taken by Rob Blakemore (Secretariat).  
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Minutes of Proceedings 

 

Item 1 – Welcome and Apologies: 

Kevin Hollinrake MP (Vice Chair of APPG) takes the Chair for this meeting and welcomes those 

present.  Apologies were received from those listed above. Kevin provides background on himself as 

having been involved in the housing profession for thirty years, and that he is also on the Select 

Committee for Housing, Communities and Local Government, who are providing a parallel enquiry to 

this, also investigating Land Value Capture. 

 

Item 2 – Agree the minutes of the meeting held on 21 February: 

Minutes of the previous meeting were agreed as a true reflection. 

 

Item 3 – Questions to leaders of Combined Authorities in Attendance: 

Introduction 

The Chair introduces the topic of Land Value Capture, stressing that this enquiry is not about political 

point scoring, but about basic fairness – providing statistics that 3.6 million people in the UK live in 

poverty after housing costs. Young people spend three times more of their income on housing 

versus those in the 1960s. 

Although there is a target to build over 300,000 homes a year, the Chair does not believe this will be 

enough to solve the housing crisis. The Chair feels that gains should be shared more fairly between 

landowners and communities. This is the principle behind Land Value Capture. The Chair believes 

this principle is accepted on both sides of the house. The Government is on side, with the 2017 

budget referring to Land Value Capture. It also appears in the Conservative manifesto. 

The Chair provides a word of caution that Land Value Capture has been attempted before with 

different legislative vehicles – so it is important to get this right, hence the pressing need for this 

APPG. 

Kevin welcomes each of the witnesses, inviting each to talk in turn. 
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Mayor James Palmer, Mayor of Cambridgeshire and Peterborough 

James provides a history of his involvement in the issue. He was previously the leader for 

Cambridgeshire District Council. Like many councils around the country, Cambridgeshire District 

Council were looking for new ways to build homes – as opposed to granting significant funds directly 

to housing associations. 

The Council came across a version of Community Land Trusts, which they used as a pilot. They 

worked with a partner land owner, outside the planning envelope, who was prepared to sell land for 

more money than the agricultural value land, but less than market rate. They used the uplift of the 

value of the land on sale, to pay for the affordable housing element. The partner landowner took 

around £140,000 an acre when the scheme was completed. 

As Mayor, James sees significant issues with the housing market. There is a minimum deficit of 

100,000 homes around Cambridge, which is a significant infrastructure deficit. James comments that 

Cambridgeshire are a world leader in life science and technology. Unless they solve their 

infrastructure deficit, then the pressure on house prices will continue and they will rise, and 

Cambridge’s ability to compete in the international market will be seriously harmed - because the 

best brains in the world will simply go elsewhere. 

Some might suggest that, with the economy making £5 billion a year, perhaps the Treasury should 

stump up the cash to pay for infrastructure? – so as to generate more money – to enable even more 

money to be spent elsewhere later? But he knows this is not where the Treasury are tending to 

spend their money. Thus, James said had been looking for money elsewhere in the system, without 

the need to raise significant amounts of tax, in order to raise finance he wants for new infrastructure 

- to allow for significant housing growth, to grow the economy, and provide low cost housing. 

James has plans to create a plan for underground for the city, and a tram or light rail system. This 

could also open up space (which is agricultural land at the moment) that could be used to build 

50,000 new homes. 

If nothing is done about Land Value, then as soon as any tram or rail line is put in, then the land 

around the stations will just go up in value exponentially. From around £8,000 an acre to £1,000,000 

or even £1,500,000 an acre. Agricultural land around Cambridge, that someone has put a”magic 

line” around to make it fall within the development envelope, can raise £1.5m an acre - sometimes 

even more. 

James’ idea was to cap the land value - at ten times agricultural rate, and speak to international 

investors – with them paying for the infrastructure that the council put in. He said that investors are 

happy knowing they will get back money back through the growth of the economy over 40 years. 

Capping land value for a significant amount of time has two benefits: 

Firstly, it takes away the”generational weight” or”hope” value of land. People of an agricultural 

background, who have land, will always think that a proportion of the land may become available for 

development, and therefore they keep on to it. However, if they are offered money up front for it, 
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knowing that it might otherwise take them 40 years to see any gain, provides a persuasive 

argument. 

Secondly, capping land value for a significant portion of time, lessens the temptation for people to 

take options on land that may become part of the planning envelope in the future. 

Using a Development Corporation to control where land is developed - through the route of 

infrastructure - is not new, but seem to have forgotten in the UK. All of Milton Keynes, Telford, 

Peterborough, and Letchworth are examples of New Towns built using Development Corporations. 

In summary: James advocates speaking to investors to get money in, with investors funding the 

infrastructure, and with the land value being capped through a Development Corporation. James can 

then pay ten times the agricultural value of the land to the landowner – which James believes is 

tempting enough for the landowner to sell. The site is then developed. The uplift in the value of the 

land is used to pay back the infrastructure costs. 

This mechanism allows developers to be paid profits earlier, so this brings more developers out. 

James believes that if you take away the massive cost in buying the land at the beginning, then you 

open them more up to competition – since many more developers can then compete on the big 

sites. James is happy for the developer to make 18.5% profit – with James saying he will put in a 

mechanism to get them to pay uplift of the value of the land back. 

James says that the investor has the comfort of knowing that through development, over many 

years, will see 8 or 10 or 12% per annum. 

The community also gets to benefit from world class infrastructure, and new growth in the economy 

from opening up new parcels of land around Cambridge. 

James feels there is a significant difference between his proposed Land Value Cap proposal, and 

Land Value Capture. Most of the work on land value capture, James feels is about devising a formula 

to draw down value for when new infrastructure is put in. 

James feels there is a difference between Cambridgeshire – with large open countryside – versus 

those in highly urbanised environments. He feels this is the point of metro mayors – to come up with 

solutions that are right for their economy.  

James is currently discussing with five significant fund providers, and discussing with CBRE, how they 

might build a single fund for infrastructure across the county. He hopes this will bring in enough for 

the underground and metro in Cambridge, and potentially the M11 North as well – with the aim of 

opening up another 40,000 homes around this space. 

James has a great belief in Land Value Cap – that the system can be put into place through a 

Development Corporations without the need to go through an Acts of Parliament. 

James believes that there is a great temptation for a landowner to take ten times the value of 

agricultural value upfront – and this is more desirable than waiting up to 15 years to go through the 

planning process. James points out that he speaks as someone previously involved in selling land for 

development.  
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James said he is comfortable with a landowner saying “no”, that they want to fight through the 

court… because the next landowner won’t do this, and they’ll take the money. James feels that 

the”bird in the hand” analogy (being worth ’two in the bush’) is correct. 

James said that an Act of Parliament on Land Value Capture might make things easier, but he 

personally believes that with the right political will and setup, he can raise significant gains through 

his proposed Development Corporation. 

James closes with a comment on housing prices.  When infrastructure is not being deployed, James 

believes developers can put 1st time buyer homes on the market for significantly less than market 

rate. At ten times’ the agricultural rates, plots come in at around £8k (a plot). Cost of building a 

home are exactly the same wherever you are – it’s the cost of the land which makes the biggest 

difference. 

Housebuilders have assured James that at £8k a plot, they could put houses on the market for 100k 

a house - still making a profit. He says that this will make a huge difference – it will open up the 

market to those currently priced out the system, and James believes it could change people’s lives in 

a way that existing Government schemes / Help to Buy can’t do. 

He says the benefit to a young person getting a house for 100k is extensive, and is what we should 

all be trying to do. 

 

The Chair quotes from an article James wrote in July 2017, in which James stated that he didn’t have 

the legal authority to impose a Land Value Cap and that he required primary legislation. The Chair 

enquired whether James still holds this position. 

James responds that his position has developed since receiving further advice. He believes that 

through a development corporation, he could go the route of making an offer very tempting, and 

they could control planning, Although James accepts the belt-and-braces approach would be to have 

legislation, he now believes they do what they need without legislation to make it work. 
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Tom Copley, London Assembly member 

Tom states that he is delighted to be part of a cross party APPG on Land Value Capture. He feels it is 

very important to have support by all political parties. Tom notes that the issue of Land Value 

Capture is rising up the political agenda. Many now agree there is a need to find a different way of 

funding infrastructure projects. 

Tom explains that he sits on the Planning Committee, Housing Committee and Transport Committee 

for the London Assembly, and that these three sit together very well.  Tom previously led an 

investigation into Land Value Tax (LVT) for the Planning Committee. His report ’Tax Trial’ called for 

the Mayor of London to be given the powers to trial a Land Value Tax in London. 

He explains that Land Value Tax would be a tax on the underlying value of a piece of land in its 

optimum use, as defined by public authority such as a local council. 

It has been spoken about for over 100 years, and has many advantages. It ignores what is built on 

the land – it is simply a tax on the underlying value. In his view, it should replace regressive taxes 

such as council tax and business rates, which have created perverse incentives. Until some recent 

changes, the tax system has historically incentivised leaving land and buildings empty - rather than 

incentivising optimum use. 

Land Value Tax serves two very important purposes: 

1. It’s a very equitable way of raising public revenue. It’s paid by the landowner and not by the 

tenant. It’s a very fair way of taxing people. 

2. It’s a great incentive to develop land, and put it into good use. As mentioned before, the current 

system can sometimes disincentive that. 

London needs to be building 66,000 homes every year (according to the Mayor of London’s latest 

strategic housing assessment). However, last year, which was a record, saw just 39,000 homes built. 

We have never, certainly in the post war period, got anywhere near 66,000 new homes a year. 

Getting anywhere near building 66,000 homes a year is going to require serious incentives. Tom’s 

’Tax Trial’ report identifies that LVT offers the potential to unlock 270,000 new homes around 

London. He points out that this is seven years’ worth of annual supply - that London needs. 

LVT offers the opportunity to provide more financial muscle to both the Mayor of London, and local 

authorities too. Tom believes that there is an incredibly infantilised local and regional government in 

this country. He suggests that baby steps are being taken - by creating metro mayors – which are 

very important – but Treasury is still very much in charge. Local Government is still very reliant on a 

Central Government grant. Particularly in London, LVT would give much more financial strength to 

the Mayor. By comparison – in New York, half the tax that’s raised in New York stays in New York. In 

Tokyo - 70% of tax stays in Tokyo. Yet in London, only 7% is retained in London. 

The London Finance Commission, supported by the Mayor and cross party on the Assembly, has 

called for the devolution from property taxes like Stamp Duty to the Mayor. The Treasury is reluctant 

to give up on stamp duty. Tom’s request is only for the growth. His request is for central government 
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to cut back on the rest of the grants, so that the same money is received locally - but then the local 

area can set the rate at what they like and keep the growth. 

LVT can replace existing taxes and give much more financial muscle to London and other metro 

mayors throughout country. This means that decisions can be taken locally and regionally to benefit 

the areas, without always without needing to back to get Government signoff. 

There have been some quasi forms of Land Value Capture in London – such as the business rate 

supplement that was applied to part fund the Crossrail project. But this is a very imperfect way of 

capturing Land Value Uplift. Note that TFL will also benefit by around £600m by the development 

around the stations as well. But compared to the metro systems found in places like Hong Kong, this 

is a drop in the ocean.  Hong Kong development is funded entirely out of Land Value uplift. 

As Tom looks towards future infrastructure projects – such as Crossrail 2 and the Bakerloo line 

extension, he suggests we should look to more creative better funding mechanisms. 

Tom believes that the Government have quite rightly said that London should pay for half the cost of 

Crossrail 2. However, Tom says the Government is also saying that, unlike Crossrail, it can’t just be 

paid for at the end out of fares revenue – it must be funded on an equal basis throughout the 

lifetime of the project. This creates additional challenges for Transport for London (TfL), since they 

will need to get more innovative about how they deal with situations like this. 

TfL have proposed a Development Rights Auction model. Tom believes that the Government has 

allowed TfL to trial this. Areas with significant transport investment will have a zonal development 

plan created to maximise and optimise the land use and the density. 

The local authority would calculate the value of the future zonal development plan and compare this 

against value of the land today. All the land would go into an auction. Any value over the threshold 

will be split between the local authority/TfL and the Land Owners. The incentive for land owners in 

that area to put their land in - is that should they not - they’ll be charged a punitive rate of Civil 

Infrastructure Levy (CIL) should they choose to develop the land down the line. [Tom thinks this is an 

interesting model that could be used to fund transport infrastructure projects in London. But he 

knows this is still being fleshed out, and seeks more detail on how this would work.] 

Tom believes that LVT is essentially the perfect form of taxation. Tom however recognises there are 

vested interests who would not be particularly happy about it, and would lobby hard against it. Yet it 

does have advocates on all sides, as wide ranging as John McDonnell to Winston Churchill – who 

wrote very eloquently many decades ago on the benefits of taxing land value. 

Tom believes that we should aim towards getting LVT implemented soon – perhaps a good way of 

doing this is to get a trial going to assess the benefits of it, as his report suggests. In the meantime, 

Tom feels that looking at other forms of Land Value Capture, such as a Development Rights Auction 

model, is a very positive thing to do. 
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David Carter, Director of Infrastructure, West of England Combined Authority 

David begins by saying that he agrees with what Mayor Palmer and Tom Copley have said and that 

that he was going to say much of it himself. He has redrafted to provide a different view. 

A joint spatial plan is being put together for the whole of the West of England area – Bristol, South 

Gloucester, and parts of Somerset. There are 1.1 million people in this area. They predict they need 

105,000 new homes to be built between now and 2036. 

The context for this is that the land values in this area are high – with similar figures to that of the 

first speaker, James. 

They estimate that 105,000 houses equates to around £30 billion of Gross Development Value (GDV) 

for the properties. 

David says that this figure is important because house developers say that 1/3rd of the (GDV) cost 

goes towards land, 1/3rd of the cost goes towards construction, and 1/3rd of the cost goes to risk 

and contribution to infrastructure. 

So David sees it that with 30% of £30b (being £10 billion) – there’s £10 billion of value there.  

In their joint transport plan, which accompanies the joint spatial plan, David estimates that they 

need around £8.5 billion for transport infrastructure and other infrastructure to deliver the 105,000 

houses. David said he feels that it is not reasonable to ask the developer for the majority of their 

30%. So he believes in aiming for 10% - i.e. £3 billion – to get his authority well on the way to 

delivering the infrastructure they need. 

He says that the combined authority can aggregate risk and benefits. He feels that the combined 

authorities should be taking on a more strategic role. There are 8 development sites in his joint 

spatial plans – these are also known as”Strategic Development Sites”. These are developments with 

between 1500 to 5000 houses. Since it is clear that some sites will require more infrastructures (in 

percentage terms) than other sites, David sees role of the combined authority as being to aggregate 

risks and benefits between across the sites. 

David said that developers don’t want to take on any additional financial risk. With the combined 

authority aggregating risks, they will see each project as less risky. Some of the more risky 

infrastructure will be in place, on the public side. This should speed up delivery. David thinks the 

developer will not demand the same uplift if they see the development as less risky. 

David believes Land Value Capture through primary legislation would be would be the easiest 

mechanism to deliver benefits, although he suspects this might take some time. 

In the shorter term, his team are looking to set up a commercial development company on behalf of 

the whole of the West of England to sit as an intermediary between Government and the land 

owning developers. David’s argument is to try to chivvy people towards land value aggregation. 

Which is: where there are a multiple number of land owners in a certain area - everyone is holding 

out to see whether their value is worth more than their neighbours. Nobody wants to get a school 
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built on their land - everyone wants to have luxury executive houses built on their site. This waiting 

game slows the process of delivery considerably. 

The combined authority should start by asking whether developers in the West of England have yet 

agreed to equalise land values, and explaining that the authority can play a commercial role in this. 

The authority can enter legal deals (as a commercial entity) that they could not do as a statutory 

authority. If everyone agrees, the authority can become the ”Developer in Chief”, and put in the 

infrastructure (as per James’ suggestion in the first earlier), capturing the uplift value. There would 

be a legally binding commercial arrangement between the developers and David’s proposed 

Development Company. 

David believes this would greatly speed the process. It would also provide the ability for the 

authority to approach the developer in the background - to suggest that if they are not delivering to 

the joint spatial plan (and therefore not meeting their build out rates) then the authority can call on 

their Compulsory Purchase Order (CPO) powers and their Mayoral Development Corporation 

Powers. The authority doesn’t want to do this – they would rather work with the private sector, but 

also understand the risks – and can do this if required. 
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