
Draft London Plan Examination in Public 

Written Statement made by Michael Sparks Associates 

The following written statement responds to the draft list of matters and questions asked by the examination in 
public (EIP) Panel in respect of item M60.   

This statement to the EIP Panel is made by Michael Sparks Associates (MSA), a multi-disciplinary architectural 
practice that specialises in the provision of employment units for a range of investment funds developers and 
end-users in London and across the UK. 

Over the last 5 years, the practice has been involved in the planning and design of 400,000 sq m of industrial 
and warehouse properties within Greater London, and have worked with the London Boroughs of: Barking and 
Dagenham, Bexley, Brent, Bromley, Croydon, Ealing, Enfield, Havering, Hounslow, Hillingdon, Merton, Newham, 
Sutton, Waltham Forest and the Old Ok Common and Old Oak and Park Royal Development Corporation Area.  

Whilst initial representations were not made on the Draft London Plan, after reviewing how the emerging policy 
will be applied in practice, it is clear that the implications of the new Plan policies are likely to impact upon the 
delivery of employment floorspace to serve the London market. 

The industrial and storage and distribution market is dynamic and the occupational market is sensitive to time 
pressures and values certainty for delivery in the provision of new units.  This is especially the case at the 
present time where there is a need for business to retain a competitive edge and allow them to react to uncertain 
and rapidly evolving circumstances. 

 

Low Cost and Affordable Business Space 

 

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?  

The role played by smaller and affordable workspaces in London deserves attention, however the main issue 
that these policies seek to address has been in large part a result of the changes to the General Permitted 
Development Order (GPDO).  This has allowed the change of use of commercial properties to residential use 
without the need for planning permission and employment land has also been lost to residential use through 
inadequate monitoring of the planning system in assessing the release of employment land to alternative 
development. 

Where the GPDO is applicable, this policy will have no effect unless an Article 4 direction is in place as the policy 
will only come into effect when a planning application is being determined.  The imposition of Article 4 directions 
is something that only Local Planning Authorities can administer and is not something that the London Plan can 
require.  

It is also the case that each part of London has different economic drivers that require the provision of 
employment units of varying types and sizes with location and land availability proving to be a key driver in the 
success or otherwise of particular sectors.  Whilst it is considered that provision should be made for a range of 
employment types, the exact mix and how this is secured should be left open for Local Authorities to determine 



so that they are able to identify where there may be a need for smaller micro or start up spaces as well as low 
cost or affordable units.   

 

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 main threat to the provision of units that would meet the needs of smaller business occupiers has been and 
continues to be the ability for commercial buildings to be redeveloped for residential use through the use of 
Permitted Development.  The supply of land for such uses should be controlled through the planning system 
using an evidence based approach. 

Many such units have been lost to residential use and the policy approach now seeks re-provision of these units 
in a similar way to the provision of affordable housing.  Whilst the aim to secure the supply of smaller units for 
SME’s and others is broadly supported, the suggested policy approach may not realise any increase in provision. 

Where the development of a site is for a commercial use, it seems unreasonable to impose the provision of 
smaller units upon an applicant where they will continue to provide commercial space.  Smaller companies, 
especially where they are starting up, typically occupy buildings that command lower rents to enable investment 
to be directed to building the company.  New development of floorspace has an inherent cost and providing 
smaller, lower cost units could affect the viability of new development.  It is unclear why the threshold of 2,500 sq 
m has been set or whether this has been tested using any form of viability appraisal to see if this is feasible.  

London Plan Policy seeks to promote the intensification of employment sites to maximise their efficiency.  
Requiring a developer to then consider the provision of smaller units on a site where intensification is being 
proposed, may result in less overall floorspace being achieved on site due to the need to have higher levels of 
circulation space and to allow the affordable workspaces to be subject to a separate demise for management 
purposes. 

 

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?  

If demand is sufficient for particular types of workspace then the market will generally be expected to provide it.  
The main issue in this context is to ensure that sufficient amounts of employment land are provided in the right 
locations and that they are retained and protected for employment or at least mixed-use.   

Employment land should therefore be protected from conversion to other uses and flexibility should be allowed 
for this land to be developed to accommodate the varying needs of business.  Impediments to the supply of new 
premises for occupiers will affect their ability to react quickly to changing market conditions and unnecessary 
planning obligations should be avoided for development that will increase the supply of employment floorspace 
or provide modern units suited to the modern needs of business. 

 

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



Policies E2 and E3 could potentially affect the viability of employment development and may result in the less 
efficient use of land in order to accommodate smaller units that have a subsidised from of rent.   

 


