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Vacant Building Credit  
 
Matter 25 
 
M25. Would Policy H9 be consistent with national policy? Is the approach 
taken justified?  
 
No. 
 
The proposed policy is contrary to national policy, overly prescriptive for a 
supposedly strategic policy, unsubstantiated by evidence and therefore not 
justified.  
 
Firstly, draft policy H9 is contrary to national policy. The policy was initially 
introduced in the form of a written ministerial statement in November 2014. The 
policy was subsequently written into National Planning Policy Guidance and in 
2018, the revised National Planning Policy Framework introduced the incentive into 
national policy rather than just guidance. 
 
The NPPG states at paragraph 21 that where a vacant building is brought back into 
any lawful use or is demolished to be replaced by a new building, the developer 
should be offered a financial credit. At paragraph 23 the NPPG further clarifies 
that  
 

The vacant building credit applies where the building has not been 
abandoned. 

  
The policy is intended to incentivize brownfield development, including the 
reuse or redevelopment of empty and redundant buildings. In considering 
how the vacant building credit should apply to a particular development, 
local planning authorities should have regard to the intention of national 
policy. 

 
In doing so, it may be appropriate for authorities to consider: 
 
• Whether the building has been made vacant for the sole purposes of re-

development. 
• Whether the building is covered by an extant or recently expired planning 

permission for the same or substantially the same development. 
 
 
National policy is clear then that the policy should be offered where the building 
has not been abandoned, where the building has not been made vacant for the 
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sole purpose of re-development and where the building does not already have an 
approval for the same of substantially the same development. No other criteria are 
set out for the application of the policy.  
 
As national policy, the VBC is a material consideration in determining planning 
applications alongside the development plan and other characteristics of the site in 
question. It is therefore wholly inappropriate for the Mayor to limit the application of 
VBC at the strategic level of the London Plan. Boroughs should decide on the 
application of the policy at a local level and not be subject to the proposed 
additional criteria proposed by the Mayor which cannot be representative of the 
circumstances of every empty building or indeed local policy priorities across 
London.  
 
Draft Policy H9 states that: 
 

The Vacant Building Credit is unlikely to bring forward additional 
development in London, therefore in most circumstances, its application will 
not be appropriate in London. 

 
This, it would appear, is the opinion of the Mayor and unsubstantiated by any 
meaningful evidence as far as we can uncover in the background documents to the 
draft plan.  
 
The HBF submission (Representor number 2320) in respect of this matter and 
within their M22 statement is that the policy has actually helped to encourage the 
reuse of land and the reuse of empty and redundant buildings since the policy 
introduction in November 2014. Clearly there is a role for the use of the vacant 
building credit in London if the policy has incentivised any sites coming forward.  
 
Secondly, the approach taken is not justified as it is overly prescriptive for a 
strategic policy by seeking to apply additional criteria to the application of the policy 
across London.  
 
Part C of draft policy H9 requires that:  
 

To demonstrate that a building has not been made vacant for the sole 
purpose of redevelopment, an applicant will be required to demonstrate that 
it has been vacant for a continuous period of at least five years before the 
application was submitted and will also be required to provide evidence that 
the site has been actively marketed for at least two of those five years at 
realistic prices. 

 
Paragraph 4.9.3 further states that: 
 

It should be noted that if an applicant is claiming that the scheme qualifies 
for VBC, it cannot also claim Community Infrastructure Levy relief through 
the vacancy test. 

 
Neither of these additional criteria regarding the application of the VBC are justified 
or appropriate to be included within a strategic planning document. Given that the 
policies are intended to apply across London, where clearly there is a wide disparity 
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in the market and individual site constraints. Boroughs should be left to assess the 
application of VBC at a local level.  
 
In conclusion, draft Policy H9 should be deleted and the application of VBC should 
be determined at the local level on a site by site basis.  
 
Further mention of VBC is made at paragraph 4.6.14 (draft policy H6) which states 
that schemes claiming VBC will not be suitable to follow the proposed Fast Track 
Route. Therefore, where VBC is accepted as applicable, the Mayor straight away 
neutralises the incentive offered to bring forward a brownfield site by excluding that 
proposal from the Fast Track Route regardless of whether or not it meets the 
minimum 35% threshold or further flexibilities offered for Small Sites (H2) or 
Specialised Housing for Older People (H15).  
 
Such a position cannot be applicable in every scenario and the decision should be 
made at a local level given local circumstances. This further influence on the 
national VBC policy is not consistent with the intention of the VBC policy and in 
inconsistent to apply in a pan London context. The third bullet point of paragraph 
4.6.14 should therefore be deleted.  
 
 
 
 


