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M60. Are policies E2 and E3 justified and would they be effective? In particular:  

a) Are they necessary to address the strategic priorities of London, or do they extend 

to detailed matters that would be more appropriately dealt with through local plans or 

neighbourhood plans?  

We consider that policies E2 and E3 are non-strategic matters. Moreover, the evidence base 

to support the Mayor’s intervention in this area – Supporting Places of Work: Incubators, 

Accelerators and Co-Working Spaces, GLA 2014 – is scarce. As the report states on page 87: 

“The most notable ‘gap’ in IAC (incubator, accelerator, co-working space) provision is the current 

scarcity in the outer London. This has been highlighted in the mapping exercise, section 3.3. In absence 

of a profile of demand by geography, it is questionable though whether fewer IACs in outer London, 

compared with inner London locations, is representative of supply being underrepresented. What we 

do know is that IACs are located in areas where there is a high level of public transport accessibility 

and sectoral clusters…” 

What one can take from this observation and from reading section 3.3 is that: a) there is 

availability of IAC space in central London primarily because of good transport connections 

and because this is where these start-up companies want to cluster (e.g. fashionable 

Hackney); and b) it is unclear whether there is a shortage of space in outer London, but it 

seems unlikely that start-ups will want to congregate there, in such numbers, even if there was 

(e.g. unfashionable Harrow).  

This suggests that a strategic policy intervention by the Mayor in this area is not justified at 

the moment. As the GLA observed in the hearing sessions for matters M7 and M8, strategic 

priorities can and will change, but it is not a strategic priority at the moment. Providing land for 

housing including affordable housing - and ensuring that development is viable - is a pressing 

issue however.  

There is a risk that residential developments could provide affordable workspace that is 

unwanted, resulting in the sub-optimal use of land when it could be providing more housing.  

Policies E2 and E3 should be deleted as unjustified.  

b) Would they be effective in helping to ensure that the accommodation needs of all 

micro, small and medium sized businesses, including those wishing to start up or 

expand, could be met in all parts of London?  

The evidence base is inconclusive on whether there is a shortage of low-cost space for 

businesses. 

c) Or would that objective be better achieved by market forces in the context of other 

policies in the Plan, including E1A, E4A, E4H, E5C and E6, as well as any relevant 

policies in local plans and neighbourhood plans?  

This is an issue that is better examined at the local level. The evidence does not suggest this 

to be a problem at the moment requiring a strategic policy response by the Mayor.  



d) How would policies E2 and E3 affect the implementation of policy GG5 “growing a 

good economy”? 

They are immaterial.  

 

James Stevens, MRTPI 

Director for Cities  

Email: james.stevens@hbf.co.uk 

Tel: 0207 960 1623  

 

mailto:james.stevens@hbf.co.uk

